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Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 17, 1866. 
——_—_>— — 

Is A RAILWAY COMPANY a bailee, either actual or con- 
structive, of property found by a passenger in a railway 
carriage? On the 26th of January the Marylebone 
County Court witnessed a remarkable, and, in some re- 
spects, amusing contest between a railway company and 
a gentleman who had been a passenger, and which bore 
directly on the question we have here propounded, The 
simple fact was that the defendant had found a purse in 
a railway carriage at the Notting-hill station, of which 
fact he informed the station-master, giving his card, and 
stating that he would be happy to deliver up the purse to 
any person who could give a proper description of its 
contents. The railway company wrote to the defendant 
to deliver up the purse, which he refused to do, and they 
brought their action to recover £50 damages for its de- 
tention. The defendant is described as a student-at-law, 
and he seems to have taken great pains to “get up” his 
case in as perfect a manner as possible. The solicitors to 
the Metropolitan and Great Western Railway Company 
had written to the defendant asking that the purse should 
be handed to them, and stating how important it was 
that property lost on their line should be handed to the 
directors, who had specially provided a room for the pur- 
pose of receiving such lost articles, and the defendant 
had replied as follows:— 

Gentlemen,—In reply to your letter of yesterday, I cer- 
tainly did find a purse in one of the carriages of the Great 
Western Railway Company, and I certainly mean to keep it 
until I find the rightful owner; then I shall have great 
pleasure in returning it. I am at a loss to conceive by what 
right the railway company claim to be entitled to the cus- 
tody of the purse. I claim my authority to retain it under 
the old classical motto of ‘‘ findings’ keeping ” (I forget, at 
this moment, whether from’ Horace or Virgil). It is very 
kind of the railway company to specially provide an office 
for lost property, and reflects credit upon the benevolence 
and disinterestedness of the directors. Actuated by their 
example, I have a room in my house which I intend to de- 
vote to the same purpose, and I think the purse will be just 
as comfortable in my room as in theirs’. 

Your faithful servant, 
JOEL EMANUEL. 

On behalf of the plaintiffs it was contended that there 
was no doubt the company were answerable for property 
lost by their passengers, and could, therefore, maintain 
an action against any person who took property out of 
their custody; and to support this Cartwright v. Green, 
and Merry v. Green, 9 Mee. & Wel. 623, were cited. 
This is, no doubt, strictly true of property intrusted to 
their servants for conveyance, but can the company be 
made liable for goods. lost by a passenger which have 
never been entrusted to them, and, if not, can they main- 
tain an.action for the detainer of such. Ifa railway 
passenger loses out of his pocket a purse containing 
money could he make the railway company liable for the 
value of its contents? The case of the chronometer,* 

* Le Conteur y. The South Western Railway Company, 14 W. R. 80, 


in which it was decided that the liability of the company attached for 
Property lost, although placed by the porter, by sanction of the pas- 








lately decided by the Court of Queen’s Bench, strongly 
points to the contrary conclusion. If the company are 
liable for money dropped out of a passenger’s pocket, can 
he make them liable for his lossif he had his purse in his 
hand and accidentally left it on the seat? Where, if any- 


where, isthe line to be drawn? Yet it must be drawn 
somewhere, or the London General Omnibus Company 
would be liable for all the coppers dropped about the 
floors of their “ busses ” by the carelessness of passengers. 
In the case above mentioned great stress was laid on the 
fact that the chronometer had been handed over to the 
railway porter and by him placed on the seat whence it 
was lost, and even in that case the Lord Chief Justice at 
first doubted whether the property had been so intrusted 
to the company as to make them liable thereupon. A 
very wide distinction exists between property carried on 
a passenger’s person and such property as is in the nature 
of luggage, and which, though liable to be carried in 
another part of a train or otherwise temporarily removed 
from the immediate possession of the owner, is, for the 
sake of convenience, placed in the carriage with him. 
The learned judge (Sir J. Eardley Wilmot) decided 
that the present case came within the rule in Armorie v. 
Delamirie, 1 Sm. Lead..Cas. 301, and gave judgment for 
the defendant accordingly. His Honour held that the rail- 
way company could in no wise be considered as bailees 
of the purse by a constructive delivery. If that were so, 
the question was who had a right to its possession ? 
Clearly by all the authorities the finder had the rignt of 
property in the thing found against every one but the 
lawful owner. Mr. Emanuel had a right to the purse, 
although found upon the floor of a carriage belonging to 
the railway company, for it was never under their pro- 
tection before it was lost. In reference to the point on 
the Carriers’ Act raised by the defendant, the purse, when 
handed to the registrar of the Court to be examined as to 
its contents, and sworn to be then exactly as it was 
found, was ascertained to contain one penny. His 
Honour concluded his judgment by saying—* In giving 
this judgment, I may add that, if it be thought desirable, 
I should suggest that an Act might easily be introduced 
making the provisions of the Hackney Carriage Act, as 
regards the finding of valuable property in the carriages or 
upon the premises of railway companies, applicable to all 
railway companies throughout the kingdom.” 

Although we think that this judgment is unquestion- 
ably correct, we cannot but think that it may be found 
extremely inconvenient in practice. Thieves prowling 
about railway stations may pick up any small articles 
placed in a carriage, such as books or umbrellas, and 
claim to keep them till an owner is found. Enough of 
robbery and to spare is now perpetrated daily on rail- 
ways, and a little encouragement to depredators will be 
given by this decision. The suggestion made by the 
judge with regard to the Metropolitan Hackney Carriage 
Act is an exceedingly useful one, and deserves the con- 
sideration of the Legislature. 





THE QUESTION which Was laid before the judges last 
week, in the case of Charlotte Winsor, as to the ad- 
missibility of the evidence of Mary Ann Harris as ap- 
prover, without taking a verdict either of not guilty or 
guilty against her, has been unanimously decided in 
favour of the Crown. But a new delay has arisen in 
consequence of the Attorney-General having granted his 
jiat for a writ of error from the Court of Queen’s Bench 
to the Exchequer Chamber. The judgment of the 
Queen’s Bench, on the legality of the discharge of the 
jury at the first trial, being at variance with that of the 
majority of the Irish judges in Conway v. Reg., 7 Ir. Law 
Rep. 1, we are not surprised at the decision of the 
Attorney-General. We wish, however, he could have 
arrived at it more speedily. The case was argued in 
the court below on the 28rd and 24th January last; 
surely the fiat might have been issued in time to allow 
the judges in the Exchequer Chamber to have met and 
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fear that will not be possible now. The case will stand 
over until Easter Term, and should it then be resolved to 
allow an appeal eventually to the House of Lords, the 
fate of the miserable criminal will probably not be finally 
determined until the session of 1867. 


MAsTER WARREN is generally understood to have col- 
lected the salient incidents of his charming novel, entitled 
“Ten Thousand a-Year,” from a brief furnished to him as 
counsel; and the romantic matter of legal proceedings is 
by no means exhausted. 

It has very recently been stated in print that the 
exception in these days is for a man zot to have written 
a book, and common law and chancery have, within, the 
past week, opened up the ground-work for at least two 
very sensational chapters. 

Take the case of Walker v. Milner, in the Queen’s Bench, 
with the astounding revelations as to the “citizen” and 
the “ alderman ” of the convict Caseley, and who can doubt 
that, under the manipulation of a less practical hand than 
that of Mr. Charles Dickens, a superstructure quite as 
entertaining as the portion of “Great Expectations,” 
which treats of the convicts in the Essex marshes and 


of ingenuity, be raised. (?) 

Proceedings in chancery are proverbially less lively 
than those of common law; but the case of Franklin v. 
Franklin, heard before Vice-Chancellor Stuart yesterday 
(Friday), might well serve as the nucleus of another such 
chapter. 

In that case the petition prayed the distribution of a 
fund; but it appeared that one of the parties entitled had 
followed the business of a pastry-cook. Some of the pur- 
chasers of his confectionery had died after partaking of 
it—he was tried and found guilty of manslaughter. 
Under these circumstances the Crown claimed his share 
of the fund, and, as there was no defence to the claim, 
was declared entitled to it. Of course all the circum- 
staces of the trial might be graphically incorporated. 

If more matter be wanted, the case of Zate v. William- 
son, before Vice-Chancellor Wood, might be resorted to 
with advantage. Doubtless the extravagance and intem- 
perance of young men at college, and their consequent 
dunning by creditors, is a subject that has often been 
utilized, but it might be dressed in a new shape; and the 
purchase of the young man’s estate, when he was in 
pressing difficulties, and suffering from delirium tremens, 
by his trustee, would not, if skilfully handled, be devoid 
of interest or instruction. 


THE PATENT-OFFICE INQUIRY having terminated in 
June, the Report of the Commissioners therefore appears 
in the following January. Perhaps it is as well that the 
indignation should have time to cool down which was 
caused by the disclosures made about the time of the 
“Edmunds Scandal,” which fired the train which even- 
tually led to Lord Westbury’s retirement from the wool- 
sack. There is nothing very edifying in the details of 
the report. The charges made against Mr. Leonard Ed- 
mundshave not been further inquired into, because he has 
been dismissed, and deprived of his pension ; but the 
charges made by that person against Mr. Bennet Wood- 
croft have been thoroughly sifted, and proved to be 
utterly groundless. It would even seem that these 
charges were recklessly made, so as, if possible, to 
drag to the ground others in his inevitable fall by at- 
tempting to make them out accomplices. We know 
that one of the complaintsmade by Mr. Edmunds was that 
Mr. Woodcroft kept some wine at his office; not having 
seen the evidence we cannot say whether this charge was 
made to the Commissioners, but we do know that Mr. 
Woodcroft did, in consequence of the frivolous complaint, 
remove his wine. Mr. Bennet Woodcroft is triumphantly 
acquitted of all the charges made against him, and, as 
Tenet that part of the matter, there seems to be an end 
of it. 

The report, however, of which a rcsumé will be seen 








elsewhere in our columns, proceeds to give the'result of the 
inquiries made into the management of the Patent-officg 
and its branches, and the duties performed by the seven 
officers. It recommends the abolition of the offices of 
Clerk of the Patents and Clerk to the’ Commissioners of 
Patents, and the appointment of a superior officer at » 
high salary, and with an appropriate name, such as the. 
Master of the Patent Office, or Secretary of Patents, who. 
shall, under the Commissioners of Patents, have sole. 
charge and superintendence of all the business in the. 
office. To prevent the confusion which might be createg 
by patents for inventions and other patents being pre. 
pared by the same set of officials, it is proposed that the 
latter should be prepared by the Clerk of the Crown, 
We are apt to look upon all official departments a5 
more or less devoted to “circumlocution” and “req 
tape,” but here is a most praiseworthy instance of 
a department which has carried on for about thirty years 
literally without its head man, and yet has managed 
not only to sustain its own organisation, but to come. 
unscathed out of an adverse investigation into its pro 
ceedings. By all means, we say, let the two offices lately 


| combined in Mr. Edmunds be abolished, and let the 
Joe Margery’s emithy, might, with no very large share 


Legislature appoint one of the present members of the- 
office as Secretary of Patents, or under any other 
name, so as his business shall be to do his work regu- 
larly, and not to attend occasionally just when he 
chooses. The present members are, as reported by Mr. 
Greenwood and-Mr. Hindmareh, tried men, whom long 
years of unwatched services have not corrupted or ren- 
dered careless; they therefore deserve well, and should 
have, the first claim on the Legislature for any higher 
posts and increased emoluments which may be at its 
disposal. 

It is not quite clear in what manner it is desirable 
that the Patent-office should be made an office of the 
Court of Chancery, nor what object such an annexation 
would effect, nor in fact precisely what the term means; 
but it is possible that the evidence taken before the com- 
missioners might show such a necessity. 

There is little doubt that, on this report, at least, Parlia- 
ment will shortly be called upon tolegislate, and the nume- 
rous points which bave been discussed in connection with: 
the original cause of the appointment of the Commissioners, 
such as the necessity for public audit and the existing 
official incapacity, will be fresh in the memory of the 
public, acting as a guide to what is required, and as an 
incentive to thorough and straitforward discussion and 
careful legislation. 


IT Is STATED that Lord Westbury intends to leave Italy 
at Easter, and to remain in town during the session, in 
order to take an active part in the appellate jurisdiction 
of the House of Lords. 


Mr. CHartes A. TuRNER, of Lincoln’s-inn and the 
Western Circuit, has been appointed puisne Judge at 
Agra. Mr. Turner is a Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford; 
he was called to the bar in Easter Term, 1858. 





THOMAS v. SEWELL. 

An action against a solicitor for negligence, which was 
partly tried in the Court of Queen’s Bench last Saturday 
week, was so remarkable in its circumstances, and the ques- 
tion raised in it was so important to our readers, that al- 
though the case went off by a compromise it deserves to be 
considered in these columns with particular attention. 
The plaintiff, Mr. Thomas, purchased in 1868 a leasehold 
house at Brighton. The house was erected by a builder, 
Neale, who mortgaged it beyond its value. It was sold 
by the mortgagee to Mr. Thomas, and ‘upon completing 
the purchase the mortgagor’s concurrence was required 
in the sale. The mortgagor, however, ‘was dead, and 
no personal representative of him had been constituted. He 
had left a will but had not appointed an executor. 
Application was made to his widow, who was induced, fox 
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a small pecuniary Consideration, to take out administra- 
tion with the will annexed, and as the equity of re- 
demption, which constituted the whole of the mortgagor’s 
estate, was of merely nominal value, a stamp of ten 
shillings was placed upon the grant. The sufficiency of 
this stamp was considered by the conveyancer who 
advised Mr. Thomas, and he was satisfied that all that was 
necessary had been done. In November, 1864, Mr. 
Thomas sold the house with the furniture in it 
by auction, and Messrs. Sewell, the defendants in 
the action, were employed by him to complete the 
sale. The purchaser’s solicitors, Messrs. Wren, laid 
the abstract of title before a conveyancer, who considered 
the point which had been raised when Mr. Thomas pur- 
chased, and formed an opposite conclusion to that which 
had been arrived at by the conveyancer consulted by Mr. 
Thomas. The result was that the present purchaser 
objected to the stamp on the grant of administration to 
the mortgagor’s estate as insufficient, and he insisted 
that duty ought to have been paid upon the selling value 
of the house, and a return of duty obtained, if desired, 
from the Commissioners of Stamps. The house having 
been sold for about £1,200, the duty thus required to be 
paid would have been £30. A requisition to this effect 
having been sent by the purchasers’ solicitors to Messrs. 
Sewell, they communicated it to their client, Mr. Thomas, 
who, according to his own story, expressed desire that the 
additional stamp duty should be paid, thinking that the 
objection would thus be got rid of in the cheapest, 
way. Messrs, Sewell appeared to have considered that 
there would be great difficulty in curing the alleged defect, 
and they had confidence in the opinion of their own con- 
veyancer, that the existing stamp was sufficient. They 
told Mr. Thomas that in their opinion there were two 
courses open to him: he might either rescind the con- 
tract, which he had power to do under the conditions of sale, 
or he might file a bill in chancery for specific perform- 
ance of the contract, and thus take the opinion of the 
Court upon the question which had arisen between the 
two conveyancers. They told him that the latter course 
could be advantageous only to themselves; but if he took 
the former course, it was probable that the purchaser, if 
he wished to have the house, would waive his objection 
and complete the purchase. In pursuance of this view 
they wrote a letter to the purchaser’s solicitors, inform- 
ing them that if the objection was persisted in the con- 
tract would be rescinded, and this letter was read over 
to Mr. Thomas, and sent with his concurrence—orn, at 
least, without any objection by him. The result was 
that the purchaser treated the contract as rescinded, and 
now Mr. Thomas brought an action against Messrs. 
Sewell for negligent conduct of his business, whereby he 
had lost an advantageous sale. The principal items of 
alleged damage were, theliability to pay the auctioneer’s 
charges for the sale, and Messrs. Sewell’s own bill of 
costs. The declaration stated various acts of negligence, 
but the only ground upon which, in the opinion of the 
judge, the plaintiff was able to maintain his case was, 
that the defendants had advised him wrongly in this 
respect, that it was inexpedient to apply to the Stamp 
Office to get a higher stamp placed upon the grant of 
administration. Before entering upon the legal as- 
pect of the case, it should be mentioned that Mr. 
Sewell told the plaintiff in conversation that he ascribed 
the objection to “bumptiousness” in the purchaser’s 
solicitors, If we suggest that possibly Mr. Sewell’s ad- 
vice to his client may have been prompted by a feeling 
which we will call “ anti-bumptiousness,” we shall have 
made, as we believe, the only observation in the least 
degree unfavourable to the defendants of which the case 
admits. The judge intimated that, in some repects, the 
plaintiff must fail, and he threw out asuggestion of com- 
promise, which the defendants did not venture to dis- 
regard. Looking at the tendency of juries to find verdicts 
for the plaintiff in such cases, it may have been prudent 
in the defendants to settle this action upon the moderate 


rest of the profession it would have been desirable to 
try the case out, and, if necessary, to move the Court 
against the verdict. 


In order to understand the question as to probate duty, 


it will be necessary to refer to the statute 55 Geo. 3, c. 


184, which requires estates to be valued for probate 


duty “without deducting anything on account of the 


debts due from the deceased.” The purchaser’s 
conveyancer maintained that duty should have been 
paid upon the full value of the house, and a return of 
duty claimed in respect of the mortgage, which should 
have been treated as a debt. Assuming this view of the 
law to be correct, a point on which we are not without 
grave doubts, * let us see what means the Act provides 
of rectifying the error which had been committed when 
Mr. Thomas purchased. By section 41, where any per- 
son, on applying for probate, shall have estimated ‘the 
estate to be of less value than the same afterwards proves 
to be, and shall in consequence have paid too little stamp 
duty thereon, the commissioners may, on affidavit of the 
value, cause the probate to be duly stamped, on payment 
of the full duty which ought to have been paid thereon, 
and of the penalty payable by law for stamping deeds 
after execution. Itis provided that, if the application 
be msde within six months “ after it shall be discovered 
that too little duty was at first paid,” and if the com- 
missioners are satisfied that such duty was paid by mis- 
take or misapprehension, and without any intention of 
fraud, the commissioners may remit the penalty. It was 
urged, on behalf of Messrs. Sewell, that an application 
under section 41 must be made by “ the person applying 
for probate,” who was Mrs. Neale, the widow of the mort~- 
gagor; and it might have been difficult to find this person, 
and still more difficult to obtain, except for pecuniary con- 
sideration, her authority to apply to the commissioners. 
It was asked by Messrs. Sewell’s counsel how Mrs. Neale 
could make the requisite “affidavit of value,’ which 
would not be true; and they contended that the penalty 
could only be remitted within six months, whereas the 
discovery of payment of too little duty was made in 1863, 
wher the question was considered by counsel on behalf 
of Mr. Thomas who then purchased. A further difficulty 
was suggested under section 42, which requires, in case 
of letters of administration, such security to the Eccle- 
siastical Court as ought to have been given if the full 
value of the estate had been ascertained. These are the 
principal considerations which make against the plain- 
tiff’s contention, that the defect might have been cured. 
But, on the other hand, Mr. Clarke, a member of a well- 
known firm of solicitors at Brighton, stated in the witness- 
box his opinion that the difficulty might have been got 
over, and that the cost of curing the defect would 
not have exceeded £15, supposing that the full 
duty had been paid, and a return afterwards obtained 
in respect of debts. It appeared that Mr. Clarke 
had been consulted by the plaintiff when he became dis- 
satisfied with Messrs. Sewell, and when Mr. Clarke learned 
that the letter to Messrs. Wren, giving notice of rescission 
of the contract, was seen by the plaintiff before it was 
dispatched, he declined to proceed further in the busi- 
ness. But Mr, Clarke was so far favourable to the plain- 
tiff, that he expressed an opinion that the defect was 
capable of cure. The question whether Mr. Clarke was 
right is peculiarly within the judgment of our readers. 
Probably the difficulties which present themselves on 
looking at the Act of Parliament might have been sur- 
mounted; but Messrs. Sewell thought they were almost, 
if not quite, insuperable, and they suggested, in the 
honest exercise of their judgment, a different course of 
action, which the plaintiff approved, or, at any rate, did 
not disapprove. If Messrs. Sewell ought to be held re- 
sponsible for giving the advice they did give, it would 
follow that a solicitor should be considerably more wise 
than all the fifteen judges; for he must not only be un- 
erring on matters of law, but also be able to calculate to 





* See paper on this subject, which was read before the 





terms which were proposed; but for the general inte- 
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a nicety the effect of rigidity at Somerset House, or of 
The 
monstrous character of the claim put forward in this 
action will be further manifest when it is considered that 


avarice upon a widow in reduced circumstances. 


a solicitor is strictly limited as to the charges which h 


is permitted to make for doing business in which he 


incurs liability to be sued for negligence. 
L 





THE FENIAN STATE TRIALS. 
The Special Commission in Ireland has been at las 
brought to a close. 


from the 27th of November. 


tion. All this has been done—done through the instru- 
mentality of the law, without any undue exercise of 
any powers, without the violation of any of the esta- 
blished forms of procedure, with entire regard to the just, 
wise, and humane spirit of the common law, and 
without the infringement of any right of the subject. 
“ It was impossible” (said Mr. Justice Keogh, speaking of 
the manner in which the cases were conducted by the 
law officers and the counsel for the Crown) “ for them to 
display more moderation, more calmness, more dignified 
firmness, more consideration for the accused. There was 
from first to last not the slightest attempt at pressing 
anything unjustly against the prisoners, and all scemed 
intent alike upon the simple, calm, investigation of truth.” 
“And I must say,” added the learned judge, “that this 
conduct on the part of the officers and counsel for the 
Crown had its immediate reward. For whilst, with 
scarcely an exception, even the prisoners themselves 
either direct'y or indirectly admitted the justice of the 
verdicts, their counsel, in the fullest and frankest man- 
ner, bore testimony to the fairness with which the prose- 
cutions were conducted.” 
Here, indeed, is the point of the most consequence— 
that the verdict of “guilty,” and its attendant punish- 
ment did not, most assuredly, fall upon a single innocent 
head. As to the action of the juries, there was one dis- 
agreement; “ the facts were such” (said one of the presid- 
ing judges) “ as to justify men, acting from the very highest 
sense of duty, in arriving at opposite conclusions.” Of 
the forty-one cases tried, acquittals took place in five only. 
Now, much of the knowledge of the detestable combination 
in which these miserable men were engaged was neces- 
sarily had from informers. To the honour of the juries, 
they, with minds unprejudiced by details of lawless pro- 
jects, weighed the evidence as in ordinary times, and 
rather than rest a conviction on the uncorroborated testi- 
mony of informers, were ready to bid the accused go free. 
In each and every instance, we believe, of these acquittals 
it should not be forgotten that the prisoners were able to 
produce evidence which explained away circumstances 
which, unexplained, presented a body of evidence on which 
the prosecutors might have well rested and claimed a con- 
viction. And the prisoners were afforded extraordinary 
facilities for the preparation of their defences; we learn 
that the Crown briefs were printed, that every particle 
of the evidence to be adduced was set out in the infor- 
mations, and that all this matter was placed in the hands 
of the legal advisers of the accused. Notwithstanding 
all this, in thirty-six prosecutions the cases made by the 
Crown brought guilt home to the culprits, and the juries 


It had sat in Dublin and in Cork, 
with the intermission only of a few days at Christmas, 
Although we have from 
week to week chronicled any circumstance of legal 
interest which arose in the course of the proceedings, 
yet, now that they are at an end, it will not be without 
interest to revert to what was done during a period when 
the powers of the law were called into action, and exer- 
cised under circumstances so remarkable and unusual, 
For, to the legal profession this retrospect will afford un- 
mixed satisfaction—and to the entire community to sce 
crime arrested, to mark the overthrow of the revolutionist 
and the punishment of the traitor, to behold the majesty 
of law asserted and peace and good order preserved, and 
all this by the arm of Justice acting in accordance with 
the law, affords a spectacle to be witnessed with admira- 


any mind that these verdicts were right? “I have» 
(said Mr. Justice Fitzgerald) “ myself carefully and cop. 
scientiously re-considered all your verdicts, and if I hag 
now the power in my hands, I would not willingly dis. 
e | turb any of your decisions—I approve of them all.” 

Now, as to the action of the counsel who brought rare 
ability, great experience, ceaseless vigilance, to the de- 
fence of these misguided men, what legal points could 
they raise in favour of their clients, what defects could 
t | they detect in the conduct by the Crown counsel of the 
cases presented to the Court and jury? Itis not without 
its value to recapitulate shortly the objections taken jn 
the course of these proceedings. 

At the very outset an objection was taken on a plea 
that the indictment had been found on the evidence of 
witnesses, sworn, not in open Court, but by the foreman 
of the grand jury. Itis not our purpose, for it is not 
necessary, to stop to discuss these points, it is enough to 
indicate what they are for the legal mind to appreciate 
their value. This point is not, any more than others to 
follow, new matter; it was fully discussed, and, one 
would have thought, finally disposed of in O’Connell’s 
case in the House of Lords (11 Cl. & Fin. 166.) In that 
case too, whicl is one of great importance on questions 
of procedure, in the argument of which Lord Truro, Sir 
Fitzroy Kelly, Mr. Matthew D. Hill, Sir William Follet, Lord 
Chelmsford, and other eminent lawyers assisted, are to be 
found the discussion and decision of vexed questions, which, 
since then, have lain at rest until now, when their ghosts 
have been raised, Again challenges to the array have been 
tried, with as little success as they merited. It was ob- 
jected to the juries who tried the cases proceeded with 
since the 3lst December, that they were taken from the 
jurors book of the last not of the current year; buta 
moment's consideration of the fact that the trials were 
all had under one continuing commission will show the 
value of that objection. Again, in Cork, an attempt was 
made to quash the panel, as @rtially arrayed, because 
of the proportion which the persons of one religious pro- 
fession had to those of a different persuasion. To this 
the judges, bending, it would seem, to the influence of 
opinion rather than holding to strict law,* yielded, and 
allowed the question to go to triers, who found that the 
panel was not partially constituted. Another point, that 
raised by the discharge of a jury in caseof felony before 
the expiration of the full period fixed by law, has since 
proved valueless by the decision in Charlotte Winsor's 
case;} aud so, leaving unnoticed some flimsy objections to 
evidence, may be seen at once how weak were the 
assaults made on the cases with which the Crown came 
prepared, and how strong were those cases—strong not 
alone in facts and evidence, but in their legal armoury of 
proof, in which the legal subtlety of skilled counsel could 
detect no flaw. 

In this the legal profession may well take espe- 
cial pride, that their brethren in Ireland, who occupy 
the responsible position of advising the executive of that 
country, have faithfully done their duty, in that, during 
times full of peril to social order, they have refrained 
from using any but the ordinary processes of the law, that 
they have not overstepped the bounds which settled 
authority have fixed, that the accused have been afforded 
the means of preparing for their defence in a manner, it 
may be said, unexampled, and yet, withal, that the law 
has been fully vindicated and justice fully done. 

Here may we pause. Happy the State served by those 
who are too the servants and ministers of justice; 
blessed the Constitution under which the laws can be 
upheld, whilst the liberty of the subject, his just rights 
and privileges, are in nowise assailed! In the conduct of 
the “Executive” in Ireland and its result, we see the 
fittest commentary on the proceedings of that other 
“ Executive,” till lately so dear to the tutelary deities of 
Printing-house-square, 





* = to ithe see Hodges’ report of the Queen y. William Smith O'Brien, 
pp. 8. 





did their duty with firmness. Does a doubt rest on 


t This decision is under appeal,—Ed. S. J. 
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COMMON LAW. 


CONSIDERATION. 
Lovett v. Hankins, V.C.S., 14 W. R., 216. 

It was decided in the leading case of Cumber v. Wane, 
1 $m. Lead. Cas. 288, that the acceptance of a smaller 
sam cannot be pleaded in an action for a larger amount; 
snd this doctrine has been so frequently acted upon in 
subsequent cases that it has come to be regarded as one 
of the non tangenda non movenda of our legal system. 
But while the lawyers of the present day display such 
mbounded respect for the memory of Lérd Camden (who 
pronounced the decision in Cumber v. Wane) they have 
engrafted so many exceptions upon the original rule, 
that the doctrine seems to be fast disappearing beneath 
theembellishments which time and legal ingenuity have 
sided to its own simple outline. 

The first class of exceptions to the general rule ap- 

to have ofiginated in Longridge v. Dorville, 5 B. & 
4.117, where it was held that the doctrine in Cumber 
y, Wane should not be considered as extending to claims 
for unliquidated damages. This case has been followed 
bya multitude of decisions founded upon some micro- 
sopic perception that the plaintiff’s demand was a 
hair’s breadth more or less unliquidated, or was disputed: 
Fawards v. Baugh, 11 M. & W. 641. The joint result of 
the decisions in Cumber v. Wane, Longridge v. Dorville, 
and Edwards v. Baugh, accordingly, has been that few 
cases of settlements of disputed accounts are not open to 
the objection that they are not strictly within the letter 
ofthe ruling in Cumber v. Wane. So that, to use the 
words of Mr. J. W. Smith (Sm. Lead. Cas. 295), “If 
there be any benefit, or even any legal possibility of 
benefit, to the creditor thrown in, that additional weight 
will turn the scale, and render the consideration suffi- 


To this class belong all agreements in which there is 
what civilians would term a novation of a previous debt, 
or,as we should say, a commutation of the mode of pay- 
ment; thus a thousand pounds may be commuted for a 
peppercorn, or for a negotiable instrument of less amount; 
and if the new eontract itself, and not its performance, be 
accepted in discharge of a previous liability, it will 
operate as a novation and satisfaction thereof, even 
though it be never performed. 

To this category may, we think, be fairly appended 
every case of accord and satisfaction where a less amount 
than the amount due to him is accepted by the creditor, 
anew remedy for its recovery being superadded by the 
agreement. This additional element has always been 
considered a sufficient consideration for an agreement by 
acreditor to accept a composition of his claim. Andeven 
if the debt were a specialty or on bond, another bond has 
always been allowed to be pleaded in satisfaction, though it 
did not improve the plaintifi’s security except by shorten- 
ingthetime ofpayment: Cumberv. Wane, ubisup. Now,an 
additional remedy being given to the creditor, is equiva- 
lent to shortening the time of payment, and, therefore, 
by analogy, ought to be considered as an adequate con- 
sideration for a binding composition agreement. Never- 
theless, Vice-Chancellor Stuart observed, in the principal 
case, that he “ was not aware of any authority for saying 
that an agreement to take £500 recoverable at law, for 
£1,000 recoverable in equity, could be said to be founded 
upon a sufficient consideration.” 

We are not inclined to look with a favourable eye 
upon the principle involved in Cumber v. Wane, whereby 
the law takes upon itself to unmake the contracts of 
persons perfectly sui juris, not upon any supposed 
ground of public policy, but simply because it considers 
.that the contractors have not looked sufficiently closely 
after their own interests. Still less are we inclined to 





cient to support the agreement.’’ 
Cumber v. Wane, in fact, appears to have been founded 
upon the civil law, which inquired into the adequacy of 


the consideration; while the numerous exceptions to | 


that leading case are more in accordance with our com- 
mon law doctrines, which have always eschewed such in- 
quiries, 

The greatest recorded departure from the principle of 
Oumber v. Wane occurred in the case of Sibree v. Tripp, 
15M.& W. 23. The action in the formercase was on a pro- 
missory note given in satisfaction of a larger sum; yet, in 
Sibree v. Tripp, Chief Baron Pollock held that the accep- 
tance of a negotiable security may be in law a satisfaction 
ofa debt ofa greater amount. This important class of ex- 
ceptions is not referred to by the learned compiler of the 
leading cases, although the case of Silrcev. Trippis noticed 
byhim. Mr. Smith, however, refers to the converse rule, 
which is now better established than when he wrote, and 
is in fact undoubted law, that even a liquidated demand, 
founded upon a bill of exchange or promissory note, and 
even though over-due, may be forgiven by word of 
mouth, and @ fortiori by the acceptance of a smaller 
sum. Mr. Smith merely says (p. 297) that “there is 
anthority for saying this.” But Byles on Bills (p. 182) 
asserts that this has been determined by numerous deci- 
sious. Although he cites only two cases, Fuster v. Dawber, 
6 Exch, 839, and Dodson v. Hspie, 2 H, & N. 79, in support 
of this position, yet there is no doubt that it is at the 
present day irrefragable, the general law merchant of the 
world having thus superseded the doctrine of the common 
law, so far as bills of exchange are concerned. 

: The principal case, though strictly an instance of the ap- 
lication of the common law rule under consideration, is, in 
fact, a decision of a Court of Equity, In that case Vice-Chan- 
cellor Stuart has held that an agreement to take, in lieu 
of arrears of income, recoverable in equity, a certain 
sum less than the estimated amount of such arrears, re- 
coverable at law, is in equity void for want of con- 
sideration, This decision, therefore, is in immediate con- 
trast with the cases placed by Mr. Smith in his third 
class of exceptions to the doctrine in Cumber v. Wane. 


> 


The doctrine in ! 
| principle, and then “ frittering it away with nice dis- 


approve of the system of first establishing a general 


tinctions.”” But so long as the cases to which we have 
adverted remain undisturbed, it is exceedingly hard to 
reconcile these cases with the opinion of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor in the principal case, that the fact that a debtor has 


| given a legal remedy to his equitable creditor is not a suffi- 


cient consideration for a composition of the debt. 








LEGAL NOTES FOR THE WEEK. 


{The notes of cases under this heading are supplied by the gentlemen 
who report for the Weekly Reporter in the several courts. ] 


PRIVY COUNCIL. 
Feb. 1. 

Evans AND OTHERS v. THE QuEEN.*—This was an appeal 
from the judgment of the Supreme Court of Victoria, upon de- 
murrers to the pleadings on a petition of right, presented for 
alleged breaches of an agreement entered into between the peti- 
tioners (the appellants) and the Board of Land and Works in the 
colony, for the formation and completion ofa line of railway 
called the “ Geelong and Ballarat Railway.” The petition stated 
the articles of agreement dated the 22nd July, 1858, and recitals 
contained in them to this effect, that the Board of Land and 
Works had accepted the tender of the petitioners, for the forma- 
tion and completion of the line of railway, that the petitioners 
had paid £30,000 into the Treasury of Melbourne, as security for 
due performance of the contract, and that a specification of the 
works had been prepared, containing divers conditions, &e., with 
schedules of quantities and prices, and supplementary schedules 
of prices, and the petition set out certain clauses of the articles 
whereby the haat 6 agreed to pay the appellants instalments of the 
contract price, less certain deductions, and that when such deduc- 
tions reached £10,000, it was, at the option of the contractors, to 
be invested in Victorian railway debentures, for the benefit of the 
contractors, and to be handed over to them on the completion of 
the works, provided that the contractors were not to get more 
than the gross sum of £1,271,841 lls. 2d., mentioned in the 
tender, even though the amount, according to the detailed specifi- 
cation, should exceed that sum. The petition then alleged—First, 
non-payment of the instalments ; second, non-investment of the 


* Present—Lord Chelmsford, Lord Justice Knight Bruce, Lord 
— Turner, Sir James W. Colvillo, and Sir Edward Vaughan 
jiams. 
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deductions, though they exceeded £10,000; third, non-payment 
of the sums due for extras. The only oe to the petition neces- 
sary to be noticed are the second and the sixth. By the second 
plea, which was pleaded to the first and second breaches, it was 
averred that the deductions from the specification, required to 
reduce the total “for the entire work”’ to the contract price of 
£1,271,841 11s. 2d. amounted to 7} per cent., and that the in- 
stalments certified, less 10 per cent. and 74 per cent., had been 
duly paid to the contractors. The petitioners replied that the 
schedule of prices in that plea mentioned was the same identical 
schedule of prices set opposite to the quantities in the tender. 
The Attorney-General demurred. 

The sixth plea, which was pleaded to the third breach, was 
similar to the second, but ape that the extra works were devia- 
tions made = direction of the engineer-in-chief, and that the due 
instalments therefor, less 7} per cent., had been duly paid. The 
petitioners demurred. 

The petitioners points marked for argument were the follow- 
ing :—1. That no deductions were to be made after the retained 
percentage amounted to £10,000. 2. That the 7}per cent. was 
to be deducted only in the event of the “entire work”’ being 
executed, and that as part of the entire work has been aban- 
doned, the condition on which the deduction is to be made does 
notattach. 3. That the 7} per cent. is not, under any circum- 
stances, to be deducted from the extras. The demurrers were 
argued before the Supreme Court of Victoria, and upon all the 
points above mentioned the Court unanimously gave judgment for 
the respondent. 

From this judgment the present appeal was brought. 

Mellish, Q.C., and Hanyen, appeared for the appellants. 

Sir R. Palmer, A.G., and Kekewich, for the respondent. 

Lorp CHELMSFORD delivered Judgment.—Upon the de- 
murrer to the second plea, the first question for their Lordships 
determination is whether 10 per cent. was to be continued to 
deducted from the amount of the engineer’s certificates after the 
deductions had amounted to £10,000. Upon this question their 
Lordships agree with the Judgment of the Court below. The 
deduction of 10 per cent. from the certificates was intended as 
an additional security to the £30,000, which the contractors 
were to provide for the faithful performance of the works. The 
covenant does not say that when the deductions reach the limit 
of £10,000 they are to cease to be made, but that “they are to be 
retained in the hands of her Majesty until they amount to that 
sum, when the amount retained may be invested at the option of 
the contractors in Victorian Railway Debentures.” The object 
was that a large sum of money which would eventually belong 
to the contractors should not in the mean time be locked up from 
them in the hands of the Crown, but that from time to time, as 
the accumulations amounted to so large a sum as £10,000 they 
should be invested so as to yield interest for their benefit. The 
next point upon the demurrer to the second plea arises upon the 
allegations that “‘ the petitioners were allowed to execute the 
entire of the said works in the recapitulation mentioned, except 
certain alterations and deductions made therein, thereto, and 
therefrom by the engineer-in-chief, and that immediately on the 
granting of every certificate in the breach mentioned, the amount 
so certified, less £10, and less £7 10s. out of every £100 of such 
amount was = to the petitioners.” In the Court below it was 
argued that the plea was bad because it showed that part of the 
work had been abandoned, and that the £7 10s. was to be de- 
ducted only in the event of the “entire work” being executed. 
The same objection was in the first instance raised before their 
Lordships, but in the course of the argument an entirely new 
point was started, viz., that it appeared by the plea that the pay- 
ment wasmade less 173 per cent, whereas the £10 per cent. ought 
tohave been deducted after the reduction of each £100 by 7} per 
cent. It was admitted by the respondent that the proper mode of 
making the deduction of the 10 per cent. was correctly suggested 
by the appellants; but it was insisted that the words of the plea 
amounted toan allegation that this was the actual course pursued 
with respect to the sums contained in the certificates. Their 
Lordships, however, think that the plea is not capable of being so 
construed. If the payments had been really made according 
to this course, an amendment might be allowed. Butas 7} per 
cent., in addition to 10 per cent., was actually deducted from the 
certificates, the plea, in whatever way amended, would necessarily 
aver this deduction, and would therefore equally raise the ques- 
tion whether it ought to have been made during the progress of 
the works. The argument that the 7} per cent. was not to be 

deducted unless the entire work was done cannot prevail. If 
the appellant’s construction were correct, the engineer could not 
have ordered the most trifling part of the work to be omitted 
without entitling the contractors to the scheduled prices without 
this deduction. The reasonable interpretation of the words, 
“less 74 per cent. for the entire work,” must be that the 7} per 
cent. is to be deducted for the entire work actually performed 
under the contract. The real difficulty of this part of the case lies 
in the question whether the 7} per cent. was to be deducted at all 
from the amount of the certificates given by the engineer, on 
which the payments to the contractors took place. This question 
depends upon parts of the contract which are most difficult of con- 
struction ; but after careful considertion their Lordships have come 
to the conclusion that it was not the intention of the parties that 





eT. 
this deduction of 7} per cent. should be made during the Progress 
of the works. [His Lordship here stated some of the reasons 
which induced their Lordships to come to this conclusion.] Foy 
these reasons the plea is, in the opinion of their Lordships, cl 
bad, because it attempts to answer the breaches of non-payment 
of the amounts certified to be due to the petitioners, en £10 
out of every £100,” by averring a payment of the amount » 
certified, less £17 10s. out of every £100 of such amount, 

The _ remaining point is as to the principle of payment for 
extra work. In the opinion of their Lordships the schedulaj 
prices cannot be regarded as being throughout subject to q 
reduction of 7} per cent. The contractors might very wal] 
decline to reduce their prices in detail, and yet be willj 
to take off a per centage from the gross sum to be earned at thes 
prices. This is what they propose to do in the only part of 
the contract on which this argument rests. There is nothi 
to be found in the contract itself to qualify the stipulation that 
the extras are to be allowed for “at the rates set inst the 
several items of the schedules of quantities and supplementary 
schedules.”” The proviso (obscure as it is) confirms the view 
that the extras were not to be subject to deduction, because it 
provides that in the event of any excess beyond the gross sum in 
the tender, the prices in the schedules, exclusive of the sy 
mentary schedule, shall be reduced. The supplemen 
schedule contains a list of the prices at which all the addition} 
works are to be valued. So that, although the prices of the 
contract work are to be reduced in case of excess beyond the 
stipulated amount for such work, those of the additional wo 
or extras, are not to be touched. Their Lordships will, therefore, 
recommend to her Majesty that the ag ge entered for the 
respondent on the 2nd and 6th pleas to the —— be set aside, 
and judgment entered upon those pleas for the appellants. But 
as the point on which their Lordships have decided in favour of 
the appellants Pg the 2nd plea was not taken in the Cowt 
below, they think there ought to be no costs of the appeal. 

Attorneys for the appellants, Jones, Blaxland, § Jones. 

Attorneys for the respondent, Freshfields § Newman. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Feb. 8. 


Woop v. JERvis.—Motion to dismiss for want of prosecution 
—Undertaking to file replication.—This was a motion by the de- 
fendant to dismiss the plaintiff’s bill for want of prosecution. 
The plaintiff had, on the day before the motion, sent to the so- 
licitor of the defendant and undertaken to file replication, and 
had paid twenty shillings for costs of the motion, but as the brief 
had been delivered the Master of the Rolls said the twenty shil- 
lings was not sufficient, and the motion could not be dismissed, 
and the plaintiff must pay the costs. 


Kenyon v. GREGoryY.—Conduct of administration suit—Two 
bills in same matter.—This was a motion to obtain the conduct 
of an administration suit, on the ground that a second bill, filed 
in the same matter, had been instituted to prevent inquiries as to 
the alleged breach of trust, and that the plaintiffs in the first suit 
ought to have the conduct of the cause: Zaylor v. Oldham, 
Jac. 527; Belcher v. Belcher, 2 Dr. & Sm. 444, were cited 
and commented on. 

The Master of the Rolls directed a general inquiry in chambers 
as to all the matters in question. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and Jessel, Q.C., appeared. 


Feb. 12. 


Re ExHatt Coat Mine Company.—This was a claim on 
adjourned summons from chambers by a trustee for the company 
(which had been wound up), who was legally liable for claims 
for rent against the company, for indemnity against any such 
claims on the part of the lessee. 

Jessell, Q.C., for the trustee. ‘ 

Southgate, Q.C., for debenture holders, claimed priority over 
all other charges. ; 

Clam admitted, but subject to a summons to be taken out in 
chambers to ascertain priorities. 


Re Jonzs, an Attorney.—Adjourned summons to tax a soli- 
citor’s costs. 

Roberts opposed the application. 

No one appearing to support, 

The application was i 


MULLINS v. Hussry.—This suit was by the plaintiff, as heir 
at law of certain real estate, to set aside or reduce certain instru- 


ments affecting the same. A decree had been made in the suit, 
ordering that the estate should be sold, and that the defendant 
Stevens should have the conduct of the sale. A Mr. Parr became 
the purchaser, but made an objection thi the title of the plaintifi, 
as heir at law, wasnot proved. On the motion of Stevens that the 
urchaser should pay in the purchase-money, various pr’ r 
followed, and eventually it was decided by the Lords Justices 
that a title had not been made, and the present summons was 
taken out by Parr, the purchaser, to make Stevens, as having had 
the conduct of the sale, liable for costs. ea ey 
Hobhouse, Q.C., and Surrage, for the purchaser, cited Birkins 
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16 Beav. 668; Smith v. Wilson, 2 Sim. & Stu. 557; | but raised collateral questions, which led to complicated eadings. 
3 -. Johnson, 2 YX. & C. Ex. 564. ‘ ” | ‘The defendant was cndined to ole el cute of the pale were 


Jessel, Q.C., and Rawlinson, for defendant Stevens, referred 
to Sugden’s Ven. & Pur. 14th ed. 107, to show that the costs, in 
case of a sale by the Court, must be paid out of the fund (if any) 
put in any case a defendant having the conduct of the sale co d 
not be mally liable for costs. 

The Master of the Rolls declined to order the defendant Stevens 
to pay the costs, but made an order in the common form for 

r’s costs, with liberty to apply. Costs of this applica- 
jon to be costs in the cause. 
Feb. 8, 13. 
Tas MALT AND Hops EXCHANGE WAREHOUSE UOMPANY. 
Ee parte BRicGs. 

Notice—Prospectus differing from articles of association 
—Acquiescence.—This was an application under the 35th 
section of the Companies Act, 1862, to remove the appli- 
cant’s name from the share-list of the company, on the 

d that the articles of association gave the company 
extended and dangerous powers differing from those men- 
tioned in the prospectus. of the company, on which the 

licant had relied when he agreed to take his shares. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Brooksbank, for the applicant, 
said there could be no contract where there had never 
been a mutual assent to the same proposition, and cited 
Lindley on Partnership, vol. 1, p. 23; Ship’s ease, 13 W.R. 
450,599; Kisch v. Central Railway Company of Vene- 
mela, 13 W. R. 1006. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and Roxburgh, for the company, distin- 
guished these cases on the ground that in those cases 
there was fraud and concealment, but in this case the 
prospectus referred to actually registered articles of as- 
sociation, and the applicant, having notice of the articles, 
must be held to have notice of their contents: Jones v. 
Smith, 1 Hare, 55. In any case the applicant had exer- 
cised acts of ownership over his shares after he became 
aware of the terms of the articles. 

The Master of the Rolls was of opinion that in the 
absence of fraud the applicant was bound by notice of 
the memorandum, and that in any case, on the ground 
of acquiescence, he must dismiss the application with 

J 
Feb. 13. 

Fray v. Ear or ZETLAND.—Demurrer—No jurisdiction.— 
This was a bill by a Miss Fray, alleging that she had been 
wrongfully deprived of property ‘by false accusations; that she 
had brought an action of slander against the defendant, which, 
by the collusion of her attorney, had failed, and that she had 
now no relief at law, and she prayed for damages, and an issue 
at law, and other relief. The defendant demurred, on the ground 


of want of jurisdiction. 
Baggallay, Q.C., and Goren for the demurrer. The plaintiff 
appeared in person in support of the bill.* 
e Master of the Rolls allowed the demurrer with costs. 


Pertincer v. AMBLER. Bunn v. PertincEer.—Ezecution 
of a power bya will previously executed—Intention of testator. 
—This was asuit by an executrix, and a cross-suit by a legatee, 
for administration of a testator’s estate. The testator, John 
Bunn, executed a will in 1858, giving ‘all property over which 
heshould have power to dispose,” to Mrs. Pettinger and others. 
He executed a settlement in August, 1862, creating a power of 
appointment in himself over certain freehold and leasehold pro- 
perty, and he executed another will in November, 1862, by which 

partially exercised the power vested in him by the settlement, 
but made no disposition of the freehold property included in the 
power. The question in dispute was as to these freeholds, 
whether the first will operated as an execution of a power of 
appointment, or whether the settlement and the last will operated 
as a revocation of the former will, so that none of the powers 
vested in the testator by the settlement were exercised, save so 
far as nf were camreteel by the second will. 

_ Lorp Romy, M.R., said it was simply a question of inten- 
tion, and from various expressions in the settlement and second 
will, he thought the first will was intended to be revoked, and 
he decreed aceordi ly. 

Jessel, Q.C., pest =< for the legatee. 

Selwyn, Q.C., and Hardy, for Mrs. Pettinger. 

Wricut v. Jackson.—This was_a writ for an account 
against an agent, who, by his answer, did not submit to account, 

* This case had, on a former day, stood over to obtain the attend- 


ance of the counsel by whom it was signed (a gentleman whose 
Dame appears in the “ Law List,” but whose address could not be 





occasioned by his refusal to submit. 

Jessel, Q.C., and Smart, for the plaintiff. 

Southgate, Q.C., and Bush, for the defendant. 

SraADE v. BERKELEY.—Foreclosure suit. Ordered to stand 
over till a foreclosure suit by a prior mortgagee should be trans- 
ferred from Vice-Chancellor Stuart to his Lordship. 





VICE-CHANCELLOR KINDERSLEY. 
Jan. 31; Feb. 8. 

THE FREEHOLD GENERAL INVESTMENT COMPANY v. THE 
METROPOLITAN District Rartway Company.—This was a 
motion for the extension of an interim order for an injunction to 
restrain the defendants from removing soil in immediate prox- 
imity to the back walls of a block of buildings (then in carcass) 
purchased some time baek by the plaintiffs, and under contract 
to be completed in two years, without underpinning or otherwise 
securing them from subsidence. The plaintiffs’ case was that 
several cracks had occurred in the walls in consequence of the 
company’s excavations, the sides of such excavations being sup- 
orted by “ counterforts,’’ that is, spaces filled with concrete at 
intervals, instead of a continuous wall. It was contended that 
this mode of support was insufficient, and that underpinning, or 
some such operation, was absolutely necessary. A good deal of 
evidence of well-known engineers and others was read in sup- 
port of this view. The defendants argued that the alleged crac 
arose only from unequal superincumbent pressure, and were in 
themselves trifling ; that the company had no powers to under- 
in, and were, moreover, obstructed by the plaintiffs themselves 
in their endeavours to obtain such powers; and that the object 
of the bill was, in fact, to extort £2,000 from the company. 
Several eminent engineers also made affidavits on behalf of the 
defendants. Evidence was now (Feb. 8) adduced to show that 
since the last hearing of the motion the defendants had been 
——s the sides in a more efficient manner. 

‘aily, Q.C., and Waller, appeared for the plaintiffs. 

* The Attorney-General, Glasse, Q.C., and Speed, for the de- 
fendants. 
Baily, Q.C., in reply, stated as a fact that the cracks had 
ightly increased. 

INDERSLEY, V.C., said that he felt no serious doubt on this 
question. When the Legislature gave power to these companies 
to make subterraneous railways, even although it might in- 
juriously affect owners and occupiers of houses, it also protected 
the latter by a provision that no more damage than was neces- 
sary should be done, and it had been decided in two cases that 
the company were bound to use the most efficacious mode with 
reference to such damage. This protection was given irrespec- 
tive of the question of whether the parties had prescriptive rights 
or not. It appeared that during the interval that had taken 
place since the case was opened, the defendants had adopted 
another mode of proceeding than that of counterforts, which his 
Honour would assume was a safer way, and although a space of 
twenty-eight feet was left, he would not assume that they would 

roceed with that in any other manner. There had been a 
Vifficulty as to the terms of the interim order, which might, 

rhaps, render it hard to determine hereafter, whether it had 
oe obeyed. Under these circumstances there was really 
nothing to grant an injunction or require an undertaking about, 
and it was only a question of costs. His Honour thought, 
as he could not assume either side to be right, and as the cause 
must come to a hearing, unless (as he much hoped they would) 
the parties came to an arrangement, the costs ought to be made 
costs in the cause. 

Feb. 8. 


Fox v. Jongs.—Baily, Q.C., and Waller, moved in this case 
to restrain the defendant from infringing the plaintiff's patent 
for umbrellas and parasols with what was called a “ Paragon 
frame.” The motion was supported by an affidavit deposing 
that the defendant’s manufacture appeared, in comparison with 
the plaintiff’s, to be a clear imitation and infringement, and cal- 
culated to deceive the public. 

The motion was unopposed. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., inspected the two ribs, and made the 
order. 

Tue ABERAMAN IRONWORKS v. WICKENS.—Baily, Q.C., 
and Fry, moved that Mr. amatr 2 Baily might be at liberty to 

y into court the amount of a bill of exchange for £5,000, and 

or delivery up of the same bill. On the matter coming before 
Vice-Chancellor Wood, as vacation judge, the defendant had 
undertaken not to indorse or negotiate the bill, or receive the 
amount. Costs to be costs in the cause. The defendant had 


written to say he should not appear. 
Roxburgh appeared for Mr. Crawshay Baily. 
KInDERSLEY, V.C., made the order. 
Feb. 9, 10, & 11. 
Parisu v. WILKINSON.—Glasse, Q.C., and Waller, moved for 





discovered either in that work, or by application at the Inn of Court 
to ee is said to belong), but he did not put in an appearance. 


an injunction to restrain the obstruction of the light and air of the 
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plaintiffs, who were pickle manufacturers, at No. 5, Munster- 
street, Regent’s-park. The plaintiffs’ building was a sort of 
brew or pickle-house, forming a single apartment, with a gallery 
running round the interior; and on the back wall, immediately 
under the eaves, a range of single panes of opaque glass. On this 
side the glass was continued for a short distance, and there were 
some isolated windows on the other side. The defendant, who 
was an upholsterer in Bond-street, and held ground adjoining 
the end of the plaintiffs’ warehouse under the Crown, in June 
last requiring accommodation premises in connexion with his 
trade, projected the building of a wall close to the end wall of the 

laintiffs’ building, intending at first to use it as a party-wall, 

ut subsequently, in November, commenced erecting such wall, 
close to the plaintiffs’ wall, and carried it up as high as the sill 
of the plaintiffs’ end windows. Mr. Bull, the defendant’s agent, 
then communicated with the plaintiffs’ agent, Mr. Buller, as to 
what was to be done about the plaintiffs’ light, and the building 
of the wall being eventually completed between the hours of six 
and twelve in the evening of the 8th of January, this bill was 
filed, and the only question was whether the Court could grant 
a mandatory injunction. 

Baily, Q.C., and Wickeis, appeared for the defendant. 

Glasse, Q.C., was heard in reply. 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., said that no doubt in gross and oppres- 
sive cases the Court would grant a mandatory injunction, and the 
question was whether this was sucha case. If Mr. Bull had 
intended by his communication to lull the plaintiffs into security, 
and had then built up the wall, the Court might perhaps have 
exercised the jurisdiction; but having regard to the fact that the 
plaintiffs, or their agent, migiit hove known, in June last, what 
was intended, and that nothing was cone until the defendant’s 
agent made the aforesaid communication in November, it was 
not a case for a mandatory injunction; the motion therefore 
must stand over until the hearing; costs to be costs in the cause. 

Jan. 31; Feb. 11, 12. 
BINNEY v. THE Ince Hatt CoAL AND CANNEL Com- 
PANY. 

This bill was filed by the second mortgagee of certain 
shares in the defendant company, held by a gentleman 
named Lancaster as paid up, he having been a promoter 
of the company, and having also mortgaged them pre- 
viously to another person. The company had passed re- 
solutions for the formation of a reserved fund of £10,101, 
for the redemption of capital out of profits, and for the 
application of net profits alone to the payment of divi- 
dends. The plaintiff, considering this as calculated to 
diminish his security, and that it was ultra vires under 
the provisions of the deed, sought a declaration to that 
effect and obtained an injunction. This wasthe Hearing. 
Lancaster had died since the filing of the bill. 

Osborne, Q.C., and Waller, appeared for the plaintiff. 

Wickens, for the representatives of Lancaster. 

fwwilt, Y.C., and Eddis, for the company. 

Baily, Q.C., and French, for the first mortgagee. 

Oshorne, Q.C., in reply. 

After some discussion as to the meaning to be at- 
tributed to the words “ net gains and profits,” 

KINDERSLEY, V.C., made the following order :—Declare 
that the net profits ought to be ascertained by first 
putting a value on the assets and then retaining so much as 
together with that value will be equal to the amount of 
money capital. Declare that the company are not autho- 
rised to apply any part ofthe net profits in reduction of the 
amount due in respect of capital. Inquire the amount 
of net profits on 3rd June, 1864. Continue the injunc- 
tion and appoint a receiver, without prejudice to the 
rights of the first mortgagee. Dismiss the bill, as against 
the first mortgagee, with costs, 


VICE-CHANCELLOR STUART. 
Feb. 8. 


HsssaLi ¢. GILueRt Axp Orners.—This was a motion tor 
an injunction to restrain the defendants from proceeding in an 
application for a new trial at law in respect to certain monies 
which the plaintiff alleged by his bill, (praying an administra- 
tion decerce,) he had received upon the trusts of the will of one 
Luke Gilbert, and in a previons action for the recovery of which 
the ¢cf-ndants had been cefeated, 

The Vice-Chancellor granted the injunction, and made the 
adminixtratio: decree asked by the bill. 

Bacon, Q.C., for the plaintiff. Phcar for the defendants, 


GomeusaLy ¢. Hutcurxson.—This was a motion, upon an 


ee. J 
between the parties pending in the Divorce Court, the evi 
in which would materially affect the question in the present guit, 
The Vice-Chancellor refused the application. 
Bagshawe for the plaintiff. Fischer for the defendant. 


Feb. 9. 
HuMPHREY v. FOTHERGILL. 


Company to restrain two other partners from disposing 
of certain shares in the company, which, under a pre. 
emption clause in the deed of partnership, it was cop. 
tended should have been first offered to the continuing 
partners of the company, and, on their declining to pur. 
chase, to the present plaintiffs. The clause was as fol- 
lows:—“ Whenever any partner shall be desirous of sell. 
ing one or more share or shares held by him or her, he 
shall give two calendar months’ notice, in writing, before 
an annual meeting, and shall offer such share or shares 
as he may be desirous of selling to the other parties col- 
lectively; and if all the partners shall collectively decline, 
and if no two partners shall desire to purchase jointly, 
then the partner or partners desirous shall offer such 
shares to be disposed of to any individual partner, and if 
he decline, the partner desiring to sell shall be at liberty 
to dispose of them as he pleases,” The defendant 
Fothergill denied any intention to sell to a stranger, 
The other defendant, Forman, gave notice to his three 
partners of his desire to sell, and, on their declining to 
purchase jointly, disputed the right of the two partners 
(the present plaintiffs) to have an offer made to them, 


The Vice-Chancellor gave judgment at considerable 
length, and after referring to the importance and difficulty 
of arriving at a right construction of the pre-emption 
clause, made a decree declaring that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to exercise the option of purchasing the shares 
held by Forman, and, being of opinion that there was 
evidence of an intention to sell by Fothergill, granted an 
injunction restraining the sale of his shares until an 
offer of them had been made to the plaintiffs, and 
declined. 

The Attorney-General, Bacon, Q.C., and Darby, for the 
plaintiff. 

Folt, Q.C, Collins, Q.C., and Bedwell, for the de 
defendants. 


Gorpon v. Gorpon.—This was a bill for an account, filed by 
the heir at law, against the administratrix to the estate of a 
former partner of one John Gordon, late ironmonger at White- 
haven. 

The Vice-Chancellor made the decree, referring the matter to 
chambers for further consideration as to details. 

Malins, Q.C., and Karslake, for the plaintiff. 

Bacon, Q.C., and Roberts, for the defendant. 

PRANKERD v. BAKER.—This was a special case, the point for 
the determination of the Court being the construction of a passage 
in a will, which, after some prior limitations which had fail 
gave certain freehold property “to the use of my said son 
daughter (naming them) equally for life, and after their decease 
in trust for and to the use of all and every the child and children 
of my said son and daughter, both or either of them, and if more 
than one, share and share alike,” &c. 

The Vice-Chancellor held that the two tenants for life took 
clearly as tenants in common, and that on the death of the son, 
which event had happened, such of his children as were living at 
his death took the rents and profits of the sons’ moiety, in eq 
shares. Whatever construction had been given to the words, 
“and after their decease,”’ the subsequent language in this case 
clearly showed an intention that the shares of the children of 4 
deceased tenant for life should vest immediately on his or her 
death. 

His Honour subsequently ordered that the prinelee! and in- 
terest, at the rate of five per cent. from the 11th of May, 1866, 
must be paid in two months, the plaintifis taking the profits 
since that time. An injunction was granted against the defen- 
dant Fothergill, and the defendants were ordered to pay all the 
costs. 

Ostler, Graham Hastings, and Swanston, appeared in the ease. 
* 
Feb, 10, 
Evans v. Hanns any Orners.—This was a bill against 
executors in the third degree for an account of the 
estate of one Thomas Evans, 
The Vice-Chancellor made a decree for the plaintiff, 





sijourned surnmons, to extend the time in which the plaintiff 
clove his evidence, on the ground of there being a suit 


Gren, Q.C., and Chitty, for the plaintiff, 
Malins, Q.C., De Gex, Q.C., and Dryden, for the defendants. 


This was a bill by two partners in the Tredegar Iron’ 
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VICE-CHANCELLOR WOOD. 
Jan. 11, 12, 18, 15, 16, 80. 
Knox v. GYE. 


This was the second of two suits instituted by Colonel 
Knox against Mr. Gye, the manager of the Royal Italian 
Opera, in respect to transactions relating to that under- 
taking. From the year 1849 to the end of the season of 
1855, the Royal Italian Opera was carried on by Mr. Gye 
atthe Theatre Royal, Covent-garden. In March, 1856, 
however, that theatre was burnt down, and for the next 

.two seasons the opera was carried on at the Lyceum 

Theatre, and concerts in connection with it were held at 
the Crystal Palace. In May, 1858, a new theatre, built 
on the site of the old Covent-garden Theatre, was opened, 
and during that and the succeeding seasons the opera 
was carried on at a profit. The working capital, from 
the year 1852, had been provided as follows:—In March, 
1852, in order to obtain an advance from Messrs. Coutts 
& Co., bankers, of £10,000 for the purposes of the opera, 
the plaintiff and the defendant executed a bond in the 
penal sum of £20,000 to secure £10,000. The whole of 
this sum was advanced by the bank during the opera 
season of that year, and on the 29th October, 1853, the 
plaintiff paid to the bank £5,000, as part of the sum 
secured by the bond. There was no written agreement, 
nor even any definite understanding between the plain- 
tiff and the defendant as to the terms upon which this 
advance was made. The season of 1852 had resulted in 
a considerable loss, and a further advance of £12,000 
was obtained from a Mr. Thistlethwaite, on the terms 
that he should be entitled to one-third of the profits 
of the concern. After the fire the money recovered on 
the insurance furnished the working capital. At the 
date of the fire part of the stock-in-trade consisted of run- 
ning contracts with various artistes. In order to carry 
on the opera at the Lyceum Theatre, all these persons 
agreed, out of personal respect to Mr. Gye, to perform 
their contracts at reduced salaries. A much larger 
capital was required for the erection of a new theatre, 
and this was obtained by the personal influence and exer- 
tions of Mr. Gye. Colonol Knox was not a contributor 
to it, and refused to be associated with the new under- 
taking. He had, however, never been repaid the £5,000 
advanced by him in 1853, and he regarded it as a share 
of the capital, giving him a right to profits. Mr. Thistle- 
thwaite died in 1854, and Colonel Knox believed that 
prior to his death he had executed an assignment to him 
and Mr, Gye of his interest in the concern. In 1861 he 
commenced the first suit. That was a suit for the disso- 
lution of the partnership which he alleged to be subsist- 
ing between himself and Mr. Gye in respect of the 
£5,000, and under the supposed assignment. The cause 
was heard before Vice-Chancellor Wood in 1863. It ap- 
peared that no such assignment had ever been made, and 
the Court held that the transactions between Colonel 
Knox and Mr. Gye had not the effect of making them 
partners. His Honour, however, regarding the £5,000 
as a sum payable to the plaintiff out of the profits of the 
opera, directed an account of the profits to be taken. 
On appeal, however, the Lords Justices differed in 
opinion as to the propriety of directing an account; but 
the bill was dismissed, and leave given to the plaintiff to 
file a new bill for an account of profits (as to the fund 
out of which the £5,000 was payable), and also to 
enforce a claim as representative of Mr. Thistlethwaite, 
which had come to his knowledge during the pendency 
of the suit. For in 1862 he had ascertained that Mr. 
Thistlethwaite had by will bequeathed his interest in 
the opera to him and Mr. Gye equally, and appointed 
them both executors. The present suit, therefore, was 
instituted in pursuance of the leave so given. 

Giffard, Q.C.,and Townsend, appeared for the plaintiff. 
we Q.C., Hobhouse, Q.C., and Lindley, for the defen- 


Woop, V.C., said that as there had been no written 
agreement, the difficulty of arriving at the real intention 





of the parties was very great, but the evidence led him to 
the following conclusions :—1. That the £5,000 was ad- 
vanced by the plaintiff on the terms that it should be 
employed in the Royal Italian Opera, and that it should 
be repaid if the concern resulted in a profit. It was not - 
a debt, but a trust, and therefore the claim was not 
barred by the Statute of Limitations. 2. That the ac- 
count of profits should be taken up to the time when the 
new theatre was opened. The concern was from that 
time forward carried on with the capital obtained by 
Mr. Gye’s exertions, and the plaintiff had refused to 
have any share in it. Up to that time, however, it had 
been carried on with capital to a large extent obtained 
by the assistance of the plaintiff. 3. That the interest 
of the plaintiff under the will of Mr. Thistlethwaite 
musi, for similar reasons, be ascertained by an account 
carried up to the same period. His Honour, however, 
reserved the costs until the result of the accounts should 
uppear. 
Jan. 31. 
THORNTON v. NEVILL. 

This was a motion by the defendant for an injunce- 
tion to restrain an action at law, brought by the plaintiff 
on certain bills of exchange, drawn by him and accepted 
by the defendant. * The ground of the motion was, that 
the bills formed part of transactions raising questions 
which would have to be determined in the suit. 

Injunction granted. 

Rolt, Q.C., and Bagshawe, for the plaintiff. 

Giffard, Q.C., and Bristowe, for the defendant. 


Feb. 10. 
Re SILVER MOUNTAIN UNITED MINES COMPANY. 


Service of winding-up petition—Everitt applied for 
the direction of the Court, under the winding-up 


orders of November, 1862, ord. 3, as to service of a 
petition for winding-up the above-named company. 


The company had a registered office, but they had left 
it, and another company now occupied the office, and the 
person in charge of the house refused to receive any papers 
whatever on behalf of this company. No list of direc- 
tors could be found except that appended to the memo- 
randum of association. He therefore asked leave to serve 
the petition on some of the substantial shareholders. 

Woop, V.C., made an order for service of the petition 
on any two or three of the shareholders. 


PRINCE v. SAVILLE. 

This was a petition for the final distribution of a fund 
in court, which was the result of the sale of the real and 
personal estate of the testator in the cause. The testator 
directed that after the death of his widow, the tenant for 
life, his real and personal estate should be sold and dis- 
tributed among his children and grandchildren, and that 
those children who should be advanced by him in his 
lifetime should account for their shares. The widow 
having died, the real and personal estate had been sold. 
The question was as to the mode and extent to which 
those children who had been advanced shorld account. 

J. Hinde Palmer, (.C., for the petitioners. 

Wilcock, Q.C., W. M. James, Q.C., F. G. Wood, Diekin- 
son, Wickens, White, and Chute, for various respon- 
dents. 

Woon, V.C., was of opinion that the children who had 
been advanced ought not to re-pay the advances to the 
fund, but merely that they were to receive nothing till 
they had brought their advances into hotchpot. They 
must not be charged with interest on their advances, but 
it must be ascertained what shares they had received in 
the testator’s lifetime, and then the capital of the fund 
must be apportioned among all the children, taking into 
account the advances of capital, and the interest must 
likewise be apportioned, taking into account the advances 
of income, 

Feb. 13, 

Fercvson ¢. Witsox.—This was a bill to establish the right 

of the plaintiff to 700 shares in the Was-Hoo United Consoli- 
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dated Gold and Silver Mining Company (Limited). The plain- 
tiff had advanced to the company, when in difficulties, two 
several sums of £500 and £200, on condition that he should have 
the option, at any time whilst the money remained ha my Ned 
accepting paid-up or partly paid-up shares for the amount. e 
case mainly on the question whether the plaintiff had ac- 
cepted an offer of payment by the company by retaining their 


cheque for two days in his possession, and having, in the inter- | 


mediate period between the receipt of such cheque by him and 
the return thereof to the company, attended a meeting of the 
directors, at which he made no objection to the payment, 

The Vice-Chancellor made a decree for the defendants. 

Malins, Q.C., and Karslake, for the plaintiff. 

Bacon, Q.C., Greene, Q.C., C. M. Elderton, and Harvey, for 





the directors of the company. 
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
Jap. 12. 
Bacon ¢. Macniac anp OTHERS.—This was an action | 


against wharfingers for damage done to the plantitf’s ship, while 
at the defendants’ wharf, by piles fixed into the bed of the river 
immediately opposite the wharf. The defence set up by the de- 
fendants’ pleas was that the piles in question were in the bed of 
the river, which was not under their controul, and that therefore 
they were not responsible for the damage. There were de- 
murrrers to the declaration and to the pleas. 

Wati-in Williams appeared for the plaintiff. 

Bushby for the Scieale. 

The Court directed that the a:gument should be postponed 
until the questions of fact had been tried. 

Witson r. THe Locat Boarp or HEALTH oF KINGSTON- 
TPON-HULL.— Mellish, Q.C., apppeared for the respondents. 
No counsel appearing for the appellants, the Court directed that 
the case should be struck out, with power to restore it to its 
original place in the list if the parties chould so agree. 

Wixton rv. Porrs.—Holl appeared for the plaintiff, in sup- 
port of a demurrer to a plea, but no counsel appearing for the 
defendant, he was not called upon to argue, and judgment was 
given for the plaintiff. 

Lewis rc. Bkown.—This was a demurrer. 

Cole for the plaintiff. 

W118, J.—No books have been supplied to the judges. It 
is the duty of the defendant in the first instance, and if he fail, it 
is the duty of the plaintiff to supply them. The plaintiff should 
have searched, to ascertain whether the defendant had delivered 
them. Judgment is always refused if the books are not de- 
livered. 

Case to retain its place on the books; plaintiff to have liberty 
to go to trial. 

Feb. 10. 


LonpoN AND NorTH-WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY, 
Appellants, r. DICKINSON, Respondent. 


This was an appeal from the decision of a county | 


court judge who tried the action, for the value of a horse, 
without a jury. The plaintiff, the present respondent, 
tied his horse up outside a public-house while he himself 
went inside; the horse got loose and strayed down the 
road through the gates at a crossing on to the defendants’, 
the present appellants’, line, and was run over by a pass- 
ing train. At the trial the railway company set up as a 
defence that the respondent had been guilty of contribu- 
tory negligence, and the judge found that he had negli- 


gently and insecurely fastened his horse. On the whole, | 


however, the learned judge found for respondent, on 
the ground that the company had been guilty of a breach 
of their statutable duty to keep their gates always 
closed. 

Hopwood, for the respondent. 

No one appeared for the appellants. 


The Court could see no real ground of appeal. The 


| office furniture. 


| Parnter v. JamEs.—Demurrer to a plea on the ground that 

| it was pleaded to a different contract to that declared on. The 
action was for freight, to be paid—one-third in cash on arrival 
at Bristol, and the other two-thirds on right delivery of the 
goods, deducting usual interest. The questions raised were— 

, what was usual interest, and whether another agreement had not 

| been substituted for the original one ? 

| “Hardinge Giffard, Q.C., for the plaintiff. 

| Watkin Williams, for the defe t. 

Pleadings to be amended on terms. 

' 

| 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
Feb. 9. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner HoLRoYD.) 

| InreR. W. Wens.—This was an adjourned application by 
| the bankrupt, who was a solicitor, of Suvage-gardens, to pass his 
| examination, and for an order of discharge. 

Reed for the assignees, and Denney for the bankrupt. 

The Court granted an adjournment, in order that the bank- 
rupt might furnish to the assignees drafts of the bills of costs 
due from clients. 


In ve DANTEL BRUMMELL SmitTH.—This was adjourned sit- 
ting for examination and discharge, the bankrupt being a soli- 
citor, carrying on business at New Windsor, and formerly at 
Slough. 

Sykes, for the official assignee ; B. May (solicitor), for a credi- 
tor; and Brook, for the bankrupt. 

The debts were returned at £1,204, with assets stated at 
£1,200, a doubtful debt, alleged to be from the bankrupt’s 
brother-in-law for the maintenance of his wife. 

The bankrupt was examined by Mr. B. May in reference to 
a large sum of money received by the late firm of Smith & Son, 
solicitors, of Slough, from Mrs. Finimore for the purposes of in- 
vestment, Mrs. Finimore being now inserted in the accounts as 
| a creditor; and Mr. May suggested that the bankrupt should 
| set aside a portion of his professional earnings towards the liqui- 
| dation of his debts. 
| Brook was willing that the case should stand adjourned, 





| with a view to the settlement of the claims of the creditors. 

The Court, after inspecting the proceedings, granted an ad- 
journment upon the terms proposed. 

In ve CHARLES Preston.—This was an adjourned sitting for 
discharge. 

Sargood, for the assignees ; Brough, for creditors; and Reed, 
for the bankrupt. 

The accounts in this case have already appeared in our 
columns. The bankrupt, Mr. Charles Preston, was an attorney 
and notary public, carrying on business in Great Tower-street. 
An examination was made in regard to the bankrupt’s accounts 
' and conduct. It appeared that the bankrupt formerly practised 
at Hull as a solicitor, and at the time he left that town he was 
heavily involved. In the year 1862 the bankrupt was joined 
Mr. Ley, who oe £360 premium, besides other sums, 
made a joan to the bankrupt of £300. In January, 1865, a dis- 
solution was published of the partnership, Mr. Preston agreeing 
to retire. The bankrupt, on the 11th of January, executed a 
deed of composition, whereby he covenanted to pay to his credi- 
tors a composition of five shillings in the pound, by instalments 
extending over a long period of time. Mr. Ley, the bankrupt’s 
late partner, assented to the deed in respect of his outstanding 
claim of £300 odd. Default being made in payment of the first 
instalment of the composition, due in April, Mr. Ley, on 19th 
May, commenced an action for the recovery of the whole amount 
of his debt. In answer to the declaration the bankrupt pl 
several pleas, and amongst others, nwnguam indebitatus, and the 
deed. ‘The trial took place on the 28th June, before Mr. Justice 
Keating, when the jury found a verdict for the plaintiff upon all 
the issues, and judgment was afterwards signed, the plaintiff's 
costs being taxed at £85 1s. 10d. The bankrupt had executed 
several mortgages on his real estate, and a bill of sale of his 
For the opposing creditors it was contended 


| that the bankrupt had contracted debts at a time when he could 


county court judge was judge of fact as well as of law, | 


and he found that, though the horse was negligently tied 


op, that in no way contributed to the accident, which | 


was caused by the railway neglecting to perform the 
slatutable duty of keeping their gates shut: Famcett v. 
The York, &¢., Hailway Company, 16 Q. B. 610, was 
therclore directly in point. 


have had no reasonable expectation of payment, and that he had 
vexatiously defended the action brought against him by Mr. Ley. 
The bankrupt’s explanation was, that he believed ho had a = 


| defence to the action upon the merits, and that his difficulties 


Appeal] dismissed with costes. | 


Attorneys for the respondent, Lichardson & Brand- | 


wood, Elton, 


Watiixe v. Asusyey.—In this demurrer Menry James ap- 


arc tr the defendant, and Hayes, Serjt., for the plaintiff. | 


JMismately leave was given to the defendant to amend on terms. 
Attorney for the plaintifts, LL, Vhilippa. 
Attuney tur the defendants, James Lee, 


had arisen in consequence of the failure of a joint-stock company 
in which he had been largely interested. 

His Honour, after hearing the arguments, was of opinion that 
no ground of opposition under the 159th section hed teal sub- 
stantiated in evidence, and granted the desired order of discharge. 





COURT OF PROBABE. 
Jan, 23. 
In re D, A. TAGGARD, 
Contingent will or codicil— What constitutes it such. 


| —The deceased made a will on the Sth of June, 1865, in 


words to this eflect—* I confirm the deed of gift of a house 
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‘and premises, and subject thereto I give all my residuary, 
real, and personal estate to my uncle, William Jaggard.” 
On the 15th of June, in the same year, the testator made 
another will in which, having referred to the dispositions 
of the former will, he went on to say—‘ Now, in case he 
should die before my uncle comes into possession, I leave 
him all I shall have at my death.” He also appointed him 
sole executor, 

Swabey, Dr., applied for probate of both wills, or of the 
first, if the Court thought either that the second will was 
invalid as being contingent, and the event on which the 
disposition was to take effect not having happened, or 
that it made no disposition beyond what was in the first 


wil. 

sir J. P. WitpE.—I do not think it is a contingent 
will. It is merely a contingent legacy, which is quite 
different from a contingent will. I will decree probate 
of both wills. 

Jan. 16, 30. 

In the goods of ELIZABETH A, RICHARDS (deceased). 

Eeecutrix of executrixn—Continued representation— 
Supplemental grant of probate on administration.—This 
was an application for a supplemental grant of adminis- 
tration of the estate and effects of the deceased to her 
daughter, Mary Ann Shattock. The facts of the case 
are briefly as follows:—The deceased had been twice 
married, and John Shattock, her first husband, by his 
will dated October 16, 1828, appointed her sole executrix 
and universal legatee. She proved the will, and married 
Richard Richards shortly afterwards. By virtue of a 
power in her marriage settlement, she executed a will 
dated June 19, 1846, by which she appointed her 
daughter, M. A. Shattock, her sole executrix. She died 
on the 15th of February, 1855, and M. A. Shattock took 


out probate of her will, but limited to the estate over | 


which Mrs. Richards had a disposing power, and subse- 
quently, on the renunciation of Mr. Richards, she ob- 
tained administration of the rest of the goods of deceased. 
The estate of John Shattock not having been fully ad- 
ministered, 

Spinks, Dr., moved for supplemental grant to include 
the property which devolved to Mrs. Richards, as 
executrix, from her first husband, John Shattock. 

Cur. adv. vult. 

Jan. 30.—Sir J. P. WILDE now delivered judgment.— 

‘The question in this case is in what form the grant 
ought to be made. The deceased, Mrs. Richards, died in 
1855, and left a will, by which she appointed her daughter 
sole executrix, who, on the 12th of May in the same 
.year, took out probate of the will, limited to the estate 
‘over which. her mother, Mrs. Richards, had a disposing 
power. She having been married at the time of making 
the will, under a power to do so in her marriage settle- 
ment, Mr. Richards, the second husband, renounced ad- 
ministration of the rest of her effects, on which the 
‘daughter applied for, and obtained, a grant of adminis- 
traton of such effects. By these means the grants which 
the daughter obtained extended over the whole property 


of deceased. She (the mother) was executrix of her first | 
husband, the father of Miss Shattock, and proved his will , 
in 1826. Miss Shattock now wishes to represent the | 


-estate of J. Shattock, the first husband. The result of 


what has taken place is this:—J. Shattock having left a | 
will, in which he appointed his wife sole executrix, and | 


she having proved the will, and appointed her daughter 
sole executrix in turn, the latter having proved the will, 
and, moreover, having obtained administration covering 
all the effects of her mother, the chain of representation 
is not broken, The principle is laid down in Re Master, 
3 Sw. & Tr, 1, and I will not derogate from the principle 
acted on in the ecolesiastical courts. 





COURT OF CHANCERY (IRELAND). 
STANLEY 0, Duntin AND WickLow Rarway Company.— 
gistry of shares—Certificate— Fraudulent transfer.—This was 

® petition to compel the railway company to deliver to tho 
Petitioner tho certificate of shares, notwithstanding the transfer 


of the said shares to other persons, under a certain deed of the 
date of May, 1864, which purported to have been executed by 
the owner of the shares, Major Stanley, since deceased. This 
deed was now impugned as a forgery, and it was stated that in- 
formation had been obtained from a person named Ely that he 
had assisted a person named Delafosse in executing the forged 
transfer. By his will, made in 1862, Major Stanley had left all 
his pro to his executors on certain trusts; he died suddenl 
in 1864, when Delafosse got possession of the shares, of whic 
the executors then knew nothing. 

Lorp CHANCELLOR Brapy ordered the forged transfer to be 
handed to the Crown Solicitor, in order that he might have a 
communication with the Treasury, for the purpose of seeing 
whether a prosecution could not be instituted. His Lordship 
granted the prayer of the petition. 

Right Hon. A. Brewster, Q.C., Morris, Q.C., and Monahan, 
appeared for the petitioner. 

G. E. Walsh, Q.C., Warren, Q.C., Carleton, Q.C., and Boyd, 
for the company. 





ROLLS COURT (IRELAND). 
MAGILLs v. GIBSON AND ANOTHER. 

Injunetion—Rights of patentee—Publication of speci- 
fication.—This was an application that the respondents 
be restrained by injunction from using certain machinery 
erected by them at their works in the county of Antrim, 
| which, it was alleged, was an infringement of Bridson’s 
Stenter frames, the right to the patent of which was 
vested in the petitioners. The letters’ patent were obtained 
in England in 1852, and a specification was enrolled in 
Chancery. In the same year a similar patent was taken 
| out in Ireland, and the specification enrolled in the year 
| 1853. The rights of the patentee were vested in the 
petitioners in 1861. It was alleged that no infringe- 
| ment of the patent had taken place until that attributed 
| to the respondents, on whom a cautionary notice had 
| been served forthwith. Their machine was now at work. 

Chatterton, Q.C., May, Q.C., and Diz, for the peti- 
| tioners. 

Harrison, Q.€., and Jackson, for the respondents, 
| argued that before the invention had been patented in 
| Ireland it was known, by reason of the publication in 
| England of the specification. It was not a novel inven- 
| tion in Ireland, and could not be the subject of a patent: 

Brown v. Annandale, 8 Cl. & Fin. 437. 

His Honour said he would grant an injunction until 

| the hearing of the petition; he was of opinion that the 

proposition contended for by the respondents was opposed 
| to every principle of reason and common sense. If acted 
| on, that principle would upset nine-tenths of the patents 
in this country. 








COURT OF EXCHEQUER CHAMBER (IRELAND). 

O’SULLIVAN v. MurPHY.—Statute of Frauds—Parol agree- 
ment.— Judgment was delivered in this case, which came before 
| the Court on writ of error from the Court of Queen's Bench. 
| The plaintiff in error was executrix of the late Dr. Baldwin, who 
' had, some years previous to his death, agreed verbally to pay 
the plaintiff an annuity for his life, in consequence of his ha 
been deprived of sight by the act of a son (now also deceased) of 
Dr. Baldwin. It appeared that no proceedings had ever been 
| taken by Murphy until after the death of Dr. Baldwin (who had 
survived his son), when the payment was stopped. A verdict 
was had in his favour at the Cork Summer Ssstees of 1865; a 
| point having been reserved for the defendant, on whose behalf it 
was argued that the agreement was void, as it was not ane to be 
performed within a year. The unanimous decision of the Queen’s 
att was that, as Murphy might have died within a year, the 
agreement did not necessarily contemplate the extension of the 
| contract beyond the year, ond that it was valid. 
With this decision their Lordships now concurred, FrrzGERALD 
and Drasy, BB., dissenting. 





COURT OF COMMON PLEAS (IRELAND). 
WATERS v. FALVEY. 
attachment of money for dedt.— O’Brien moved to 
make absolute a conditional order to attach the sum of 
£391 in the hands of Mr, Francis Downing, solicitor, the 
agent at Tralee of an insurance company with whom the 
defendant had insured his house. The premises had been 
lately consumed by fire, and Mr, Downing held £391 








payable to the defendant, ‘The plaintiffs were judgment 
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creditors of the defendant in a sum of £342, and it was 
sought to attach the fundsin Mr. Downing’s hands to 
that amount. The motion was not opposed, 

The Court made the required order. 


CONSOLIDATED CHAMBER (IRELAND). 
(Before Mr. Justice CHRISTIAN.) 
KELLY v. THOMPSON. 

Alleged frauds on insurance companies—This action 
was brought against the manager of the Standard Insur- 
ance Company to recover the amount of a policy on the 
life of the daughter of the plaintiff. The defences al- 
leged that information as to the real state of health of 
the life insured had been withheld; that the deceased had 
been suffering from diseases likely to shorten life, and 
that the policy had been obtained by fraudulent misrepre- 
sentation and concealment of facts. The plaintiff had 
made an affidavit stating that he was unaware of the 
diseases referred to in the defences, and denying that 
there had been misrepresentation or fraudulent conceal- 
ment. 

Orme Malley now moved on behalf of the plaintiff 
that the defendants be required to furnish the particulars 
of which Cecilia Ellen Kelly had died. The plaintiff 
would be greatly embarrassed at the trial unless he were 
furnished with the particulars on which the defendants 
relied; the information had already been asked for by 
notice. 

Monahan opposed the motion. The object was to 
embarrass the defendants by getting a statement of their 
ease. Tne defences were sufficiently explicit; one set 
out that the deceased had withheld from the defendants 
all knowledge of the fact that the Albert Insurance Com- 
pany had been induced to accept her life for insurance on 
the belief that it was herself whom the medical referee 
had examined, whereas it was another woman whom she 
had fradulently procured to represent her. The defen- 
dants had given as full details as they could. 

CHRISTIAN J., said the defences were exceedingly 
general, and placed the plaintiff in the difficulty of not 
knowing what he was to meet. The defendants did not 
deny that they had the means of giving the required 
particulars; from what had transpired on this motion he 
would say they could give the information. The plaintiff 
was entitled to say he did not know what the defendants 
might bring up against him. He (the learned judge) 
thought he should order the defendants to give such 
particulars as they could; the costs of this motion to be 
costs in the cause. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Westminster, before Lord Chief 
Justice CockBuRN and a Special Jury.) 

Feb. 3.—Thomas v. Sewell—Mr. Bovill, Q.C., and Mr. 
Philbrick, were counsel for the plaintiff; Mr. Huddleston, Q.C., 
and Mr. Dixon appeared for the defendant. 

The plaintiff, a gentleman at Brighton, sued the defen- 
dants, Messrs. Sewell, Sewell, & ong solicitors, of 
Gresham-house, in the city, for negligence in advising him, 
as vendor of a house in Brunswick-place, Hove, to rescind 
the contract of sale under the conditions rather than admit 
an objection to title raised by the purchasers’ solicitors, 
Messrs. Wren. The objection was that a probate was in- 
sufficiently stamped, the property passing under it being 
valued at the amount of beneficial interest, exclusive of the 
amount of a mortgage, and it appeared that the defendants 
acted in the conveyance to the plaintiff when he purchased 
in 1863, and when the objection, which would have been 
quite as tenable against the then vendor as it was against 

fr. Thomas, was treated by the defendants as invalid. The 
laintiff's contention was that the defendants should either 
ve put on the extra stamp and obtained a return of the 
duty, or enforced the contract without complying with the 
requisition, and he sought to recover as damages the expenses 
attendant on the abortive sale. 
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The defence was that Mr. Thomas concurred in rescinding 
the contract. 
Upon the suggestion of the Lord Chief Justice, the parting 
conferred before the witnesses for the defendants were 
and the result was that a juror was withdrawn upon te 
= the defendants exonerated from all imputations Upon 
them. 


Jan. 15.—The Queen v. Welch—The Edmunds Scandal, 
Mr. Coleridge, Q.C., applied on behalf of Mr. Welch that this 
case should not be nia this term. It was essential to the 
defence that Lord Westbury should be called as a witness, 
His Lordship was somewhere in Italy, but it was not known 
exactly where. 

The Lorp CureF Justice said he doubted if it could be 
reached these sittings. 

The Solicitor-General said that he thought he ought not, 
under the circumstances, to oppose the aprrenter- He was 
entirely in the hands of the Court; and if his Lordship 
thought there were reasonable grounds for postponing the 
case, he should offer no objection. 

The Lorp Carer Justice asked how the case stood. 

The Associate said it was thirty-four out of to-day’s list, 

The Lorp Curer Justice said that being so, there was 
very little chance of its being reached at these sittings, 
and in that case it was hardly necessary to call Lord West- 
bury home to find that he was not wanted. He thought the 
application for a postponement was a reasonable one. 

1e case was then made a remanet, and as special jury 
cases are not taken during the short sittings after Easter 
term, there is no prpbability of the case being tried before 
the beginning of July, when the after-term Guildhall sit- 
tings are held. 
COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GOULBURN.) 


Feb. 14.—In re G. F. Druce.—Question as to Verification 
of Powers of Attorney.—The bankrupt in this case was an 
attorney, of St. Swithin’s-lane. At the sitting for the choice 
of assignees, held before Mr. Registrar Pepys a few days ago, 
the objection was taken by Mr. Beswick, on behalf of certain 
creditors, that the powers of attorney, by which other ere- 
ditors sought to prove were not verified by oath or affida- 
vit ; and the question was referred to the decision of the 
commissioner. 

His Honour now said that he had-given the matter his 
very careful consideration, and had also consulted with his 
learned brethren Commissioners Holroyd and Winslow. 
Under the 139th section of the Act of 1849, which was un- 
repealed, and was, therefore, to be read as part of the 

resent Act, powers of attorney were required to be verified 

y oath or affidavit. Since the passing of the Act of 1861, 
one object of which was to give greater facility to credi- 
tors for proving their debts, this verification of powers of 
attorney bes been dispensed with, under the 116th section, at 
meetings for the choice of assignees and other matters ; and 
Mr. Commissioner Holroyd was of opinion (in which Mr. 
Commissioner Winslow concurred) that the sitting for the 
choice of assignees, as now held before the Registrar, was an 
entirely different meeting from that contemplated by the 
139th section of the old Act, and that the requirements of 


| that section had no reference to such meetings. The 


| general practice since the passing of the Act of 1861 had 





een to dispense with the verification which was formerly 
necessary, and though the practice was one which might 
lead to great abuse, by admitting person to vote in. the 
choice of assignees who had no right whatever to do so, his 
Honour would not allow his opinion to stand in the way of 
that which had been expressed by the other commissioners, 
or to disturb the existing practice, He should, therefore, 
hold that the powers were sufficient, and that the grounds 
on which it was asked that the assignee should be removed 
were invalid. As, however, the confirmation of the choice 
would come before the Court at asubsequent stage, the latter 
question might again be raised. 


LAMBETH POLICE COURT. 

Feb, 12.—Singular application. As the Hon. G. ©. 
Norton was about to leave the bench, a person of fashionable 
and gentlemanly appearance entered the witness-box and 
requested his advice under the following somewhat singular 
circumstances. 

The applicant, whose name did not transpire, said that 
between four and five years ago he departed from England: 
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for the United States for the purpose of bettering his situa- 
tion, leaving his wife and child in a well-furnished house, 
with ample means for their support until he could get 
settled in America. Having accomplished that object, ha 
kept up a regular correspondence with his wife, and for- 
warded to her from time to time ample means for the sup- 
rt of herself and child, so that she might not want for 
anything during hisabsence. On his return to England a 
few weeks since he at once proceeded to the place where he 
had left his wife and child, in the hope of finding both there, 
but they were —_ And after a long inquiry he discovered 
them at Sheffield, where his wife was Siving in adultery with 
atraveller to one of the large firms, and had two children 
by him. On — this state of things he (applicant) 
took away his child, and made an application to his wife’s 
mour to deliver up to him his library, but he refused to 
to until paid the money he had expended on his wife and 

Mr. Norton.—What is the value of your library ? 

Applicant.—About £300. 

Mr. Norton.—I have no power to interfere where the 
value of the property is over £15; besides, the property is 
at Sheffield, where I have no jurisdiction. Is your wife 
there still ? 

Applicant.—No, sir, she isin London. ‘In fact, she is in 
Kennington, within the district of this court. 

Mr. Norton.—I cannot afford you any assistance, but 
there are two courses open to you. The one is, to bring an 
action against the person who detains your library for its 
value; and the next is, to take proceedings in the Divorce 
Court for adultery, and make this man the co-respondent. 
And the first thing I should recommend you to do is to place 
yonrself in the hands of a respectable attorney. 

The applicant thanked his Worship for the attention with 
which he had heard him, and said he should act on his 
suggestion. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THe EpmMunps SCANDAL. 

Sir,—I use the above heading, not for the purpose of 
entering on the painful subject which it calls to mind, but 
with the intention of making it a ‘‘peg” on which to hang 
afew observations, whieh, I think, will meet with a response 
in the sympathies of the public in general, and the readers 
of your Journal in particular. 

Among the less serious animadversions made by the ‘‘ Ed- 
munds” Committee, was his rudeness to those persons with 
whom his duties brought him into contact. Taking this 
fact, therefore, for my text, I would call attention to the 
extreme incivility which is shown by the majority of official 

rsons. I shall be disappointed if this letter does not find 

vour with solicitors, as I fancy no other class are so fre- 
quently brought into communication with the holders of 
small offices as they and their clerks. I say small offices, 
for they are smadli officials who are most reprehensible. 
Your Lord Chancellor will not affront you; but his hangers- 
on are far greater men than he, and mind you take off your 
hat and make a very low bow to them, When your attorney 
creeps out of the “pit” dug for him ina court of law in 
front of the barristers’ table, into which he has just sneaked 
with his papers, as if his presence disgraced the court, the 
presiding judge may not notice him if he do not keep low 
enough the head which he appears to be afraid to hold up; 
but let him beware of the planets which revolve around the 
great luminary from which they derive their lustre. By the 
way, as to the figure ‘these attorneys” cut under the 
present arrangements made for them in court, when I see 
them emerge from this same “pit,” and tremblingly shuftle 
along on their errands with their heads down, and that 
awkward bend in the middle, I am forcibly reminded of a 
stanza of a comic song, which, though old, has lost none of 
its raciness :—they 

“Stick out their tails with respect most profound, 
And bow like long cartwhips quite down to the ground,” 

Pray have you heard where attorneys are to be kept in the 
new Palace of Justice? But to my subject. I once knew 
a small official notorious for his incivility, and he wasa clerk 
at one of the branches of the Bank of England. He was an 
absolute bear; you could scarcely help having serious ap- 
prskension that he would bite you. To my certain know- 
edge he drove people away from the establishment; many 





I used to complain of 





him in common with many others, and some witra easy- 
going souls would say, Oh! yes; but then he is a 
officer, much to do, no time for civility, serves all alike, 
valuable to his employers, and knows what he is about. He 
did know what he was about; but I did not know what he 
was about all the while he was too busy to be civil, until I 
heard that he was sentenced to penal servitude for embezzling 
the money that he was making it a favour to accept of 
the public. 

In fact all small officials almost, and many large ones, 
seem troubled with the same complaint. If I or my clerk 
g° to a public law office, and if at that office they do not like 

lue paper they can have cream laid ; or if my ‘‘ precipe” 
is written on too small a piece of paper they may have a 
bigger; only so long as we keep our hats off, and our hair 
straight down over our eyes, let these great men be civil. 
We cannot all possess the transcendent talents, which a 
knewledge of the above requirements implies, especially if 
those sensible rules have never been made public. 

Take another example. Your wife wheedles all your 
change out of you over night ; you have to attend Court in 
the morning, and the judge is painfully punctual. You 
therefore rush away in a great hurry, and find, just when 
you reach your ‘‘bus,” that you have nothing less than a 
piece of gold. You think that perhaps the conductor may 
have change at the end of the journey ; but no, perhaps he 
will not; and, if ze have not, and you have not, he may 
swear at you. You therefore try the nearest ‘‘ post office ; ” 
you do not ask for change statedly, that Ae ~ never do; 
you employ a stratagem. You buy some stamps, and timidly 
tender your gold. True to the instincts of his class, for he 
is a small official, the man eyes you savagely, and says 
abruptly ‘‘I can’t change it ;” you feel disposed—having a 
faint idea that asa public officer to whom the public mus¢ 
go, he is bound to be provided with change—to press your 
suit; but no, it won’t do; your gentleman is not disposed 
to be trifled with ; he scowls at you, and looks as ifhe would 
hurl one of his shop weights at your head; you feel you have 
been treated like a dog, and knowing that a dog would, 
under similar circumstances, beat a retreat with his tail be- 
tween his legs, you imitate him. In desperation you apply 
to the bar of the nearest public-house—‘‘ Certainly sir, in a 
moment,” says the civil landlord; and overjoyed to find 
that some one will be obliging, in accepting the accommoda- 
tion, you make an appointment for billiards for that night, 
and determine to pass your evenings in a public house all 
the rest of your natural life. 

I have treated my subject satirically ; but in sober truth 
it is a great public nuisance, this rudeness of officials, and 
ought to be put a stop to. 

n the police courts the same spirit, in agreement with the 
atmosphere of the place, degenerates into absolute brutality. 
Your readers will in a moment remember the violence per- 
petrated upon the Tottenham-court-road tradesman at the 
examination of the city burglars, for which the Lord Mayor 
apologised, I think. And I know a recent case of brutal 
conduct from an underling at a police court, entirely with- 
out provocation, which would disgrace the filthy purlieus of a 
Turkish hadji. In this instance redress was in terms offered, 
but it was only in terms ; practically, none was to pan 

ITA. 





JAMAICA. 

Sir, —Your conduct in the Jamaica case at the first was 
so extraordinarily clear in placing it before the — as a 
matter of law, that the committee resolved to address you 
the letter which you published. Your moral courage in 
publishing that letter was in accordance with your first 
steps in the matter. The committee left the difference 
between you and them to be settled by time, the great 
rectifier, as they felt certain their position was right, and it 
might have — importunate to write upon your criti- 
cisms on the letter. 

All are now seeing that you were right at first, and you 
will yet see that the committee were right. At present your 
leaning is to trial by newspaper rather than by law. y 
read carefully the last five lines of your editorial note on 
Lake’s letter, 10 Sol. Jour. 245. You have not wished 
the “law to be brought to bear,” though you lay it 
down in a very clear manner. In your note to the 


committee's letter you said ‘mild measures” were best. 
Is there not an appeal for clemency to her Majesty after 
the law has been put in operation and a verdict of guilty 
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been given? Is it not the high prerogative of the Sovereign 
to temper mercy with justice wherever it can be shown that 
mercy should come in? Is not her Majesty the essence of 
mildness, kindness, mercy? Is there a single case on record 
where her Majesty has been harsh in similar cases? Is it 
likely that she would be harsh in this? Let mercy, mild- 
ness, equity, come in its proper place, and not prevent the 
law from ascertaining the guilt or innocence of those who 
have become obnoxious to it. This is trial by newspaper, 
public opinion, faction. Isaac IRONSIDE, 
Sheffield, Jan. 26. Chairman. 


[So long as we thought that the actors in this tragedy had 
acted bond fide, though illegally, we thought a criminal 
prosecution too harsh a measure for the occasion. A Queen’s 
Pardon would be no compensation to an officer and a gentle- 
man fcr having to stand at the bar of the Old Bailey. Our 
note on Mr. Lake’s letter was written under very different 
circumstances; because, if the statements in that letter be 
true, there is fair ground for presuming express malice, in 
which case no punishment would be too severe. To say that 
we have changed our mind in consequence of fresh evidence, 
is only to say that we are neither prophets nor pig-headed 
fools.—Ep. S.J.] 





AcUTUS. 

Sir,—Under this signature there was a letter in the Solici- 
tors’ Journal of February 10, containing a matter of some 
importance as regards articled clerks, and I think the 
observations of the editor thereunder very vague and in- 
appropriate. ‘‘ Acutus” asks, first, whether it is usual for 
articled clerks to copy towards the close of their articles ? 
I answer from personal experience, No. However, in my 
own case the principal has never asked me to copy after the 
expiration of the first half of the term of my articles. A 
friend of mine absolutely refused to copy when asked by his 
principal after he had served two years, and, after a long 
argument, the principal wisely gave way. And, secondly, 
‘*Acutus” asks whether it is right or decorous. It is true 
under your articles you are bound to obey your principal 
under pain of their being cancelled, but I mean to say no 
conscientious laacyer, after binding himself as he does by the 
articles to teach his clerk his profession, and after receiving 
a premium of £250 or £300, would consider he was so doin 
by making a mere machine of him. What does an article¢ 
clerk learn by copying? To write neatly and spell correctly, 
both of which he is supposed to be tolerably efficient in at 
the commencement of fs articles. I think ‘‘ Acutus” very 
wise in bringing this matter forward, and trust it may attract 
the attention of one or two unbiassed lawyers, whose opinions 
would be very acceptable, not only to Acutus but to 

Nottingham, Feb, 14. AN ARTICLIA 


[We do not entirely agree with this letter. We have 
found in practice that the use of forms from memory is, in 
very many cases, preferable to reference to a precedent, 
and this facility can only be acquired by frequent copying, 
Of course no honest teacher would ever treat his pupil as a 
mere **copying clerk,” but we think that occasional copy- 
ing is a good, if not the best, way of fixing in the memory 
knowledge which is far better there than in the Manuscript 
Book. We do not see how anyone can tell ‘from personal 
experience’ whether a practice of this kind is or not 
‘*‘nsual.” The induction must ipsd natura rei be faulty. — 
Ep, 8. J] 





Costs iv BANkrurtcy,. 

Sir,—Will you be good enough to insert the following in 
the Solicitor’ Jowrnal;—~ 

A. was adjudicated a bankrupt on the petition of B., a 
creditor, which adjudication was diernals annulled, and 
B. ordered to pay the costs. Between the dates of the order 
annulling the adjudication, and the master’s allocatur, A. 
died, and ©. became his administrator. Is C. entitled to 
recover the costs, and what proceeding should he take ? 

We may add that we can find no reported case bearing 
practically upon the point. If any of your readers can give 
us any practical information upon the subject, through your 
Journal, we shall feel obliged, B. & G. 

Feb. 9. 

Covsrs oy Jusricy. Sere Act. 

Sir,—In conclading the notice in your last impression of 
the first compensation case under this Act, you express an 
opinion that the Act will ‘produce a very pretty crop of 





ir. cna This is language, sir, somewhat inconsistent: 


with the disinterested tone generally taken by the Solicitorg 
Journal in discussing matters of interest to the profession, 
and the public. You do not usually congratulate your 
readers upon anticipated crops of litigation, and it is well 
for the profession and for the reputation of your Journal that 
so mercenary a view does not often find admission into your- 
columns. 

Passing by, however, the form in which you give ex. 
pression to the anticipation, the anticipation itself, enter. 
tained in such a quarter, is of very serious moment to the: 
owners of property on the intended site, of whom the writer 
is one. Intimately acquainted, as the conductors of the- 
Solicitors’ Journal are known to be, with the proceedings 
and intentions of the principal officers of the commission,, 
it is a very unpleasant thing for us to learn authoritatively 
throngh your paper that the commissioners contemplate: 
litigating the compensation cases, and that they intend to: 
use the powers entrusted to them for the public good to the 
injury and oppression of individuals. 

As one of these owners I take the liberty of saying that 
the loss and inconvenience inflicted on us by the compels 
seizure of our property is serious and severe enough, even: 
if we receive the most liberal compensation. Indeed, no- 
money that we are likely to get, or even to ask, will really 
compensate the owners and occupiers of property, espe- 
cially of factory premises, and of houses fronting the 
Strand. 

Having regard to the rapid increase in the value of spaces 
and of houses in and near the city of London, and to the 
vast improvements going on on all sides, it cannot be denied 
that in ten or twelve years time, es suited for factories 
close to Temple Bar, and especially business premises having 
Strand frontages, will be worth at least three times their 
present value. We must submit to the loss of prospective 
advantage for the public good, and we are therefore entitled, 
notwithstanding the power given by the Act, to very great 
consideration in estimating the compensation to be paid us. 

If, instead, we are to be met with illiberality, to be threa-- 
tened with crops of litigation, and to be subjected to the 
expense and anxiety, the loss of time, and the risk involved 
in the reference of our cases to a jury, then, indeed, the 
position of the best of us will be most unsatisfactory, while 
the consequences to some of us will be little short of ruinous, 

I venture, however, to hope that the Royal Commissioners: 
will not sanction the course which your article leads us to 
fear, and that, on better consideration, the zeal of the com- 
missioners’ officers to do their best for the public will not 
induce them to adopt towards the owners of property a line 
of conduct arbitrary and unfair in itself, and which was 
certainly never contemplated by the Legislature, and is not 
desired either by the profession for whose convenience we 
are to suffer, or by the public in general. 

As the announcement of ‘crops of litigation” appeared 
only in the Solicitors’ Journal, 1 must ask the favour of 
your inserting this letter. 

A Sonicrror largely Interested in Property 
on the intended Site. 


[The writer appears to us to be like Sydney Smith’s cele- 
brated ‘* Scotchman” (we never saw a ‘‘ real live” Scotch- 
man of the kind), into whose head ‘‘it required a surgical 
operation to insert a joke.” Seriously, however, can our 
correspondent, with the Metropolitan Railway cases before 
his eyes, doubt that the question of compensation for three 
out of every four houses taken by the commissioners will 
have to go toa jury. The Court has been little more than 
a week in existence, and fonr (we have heard five) cases are 
already before it.—Ed. 8. J.] 








PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 
Monday, Feb, 12. 

Lord Brimore inquired whether it was the intention of 
the Government to bring in a bill to detl with railway com- 
panies exceeding their ake 

Lord Russeu. replied in the negative. 

Tuculay, Feb, 13. 
Saves or LAND by Avotion BILL, 
Lord Sr. Luonanns moved the second reading of this bill. 
The Lory Cuancenton, Lord Cuxtmevonrp, and Lord 
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Kiscspown, approved of the bill and the second reading 
was agreed to. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Monday, Feb. 12. 
Kine’s Co. ELEcTIon. 

Mr. AyrTon called attention to the circumstances attend- 
ing the election for the King’s County, and moved that the 
sheriff of that county be called to the bar of the House. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL opposed the motion and it was 


withdrawn. 
LEGAL PENsIons. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL obtained leave to introduce a 
bill on this subject. 

Tuesday, Feb. 13. 
Rec. v. WELCH AND BETHELL. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said criminal informations had 
been filed against Mr. Bethell and Mr. Welch in Michaelmas 
term, but no information had been filed against Mr. Hard- 
se Oaths BILL. 

Sir GeorcE Grey moved to bring in a bill the object of 
which was to frame an oath to be taken by all members with- 
out distinction of creed, and the motion was agreed to. 


Wednesday, Feb, 14. 
ELectrion PETITION. 


A petition was presented from Mr. J. P. HENNEssy, com- 
plaining of an undue return for King’s County. 


Thursday, Feb. 15. 
METROPOLITAN AND St, Joun’s Woop Ramway BI. 

“agp the motion that this bill be read a second time, 

. DovuLTON moved that it be read a second time that 
— months. Under this bill it was proposed that the 
ilway company should have power to purchase twenty-nine 
acres of Hampstead-heath. If the House assented to this it 
would reverse the course which it had persisted in for the 
last six years. 

Mr. Tire seconded the motion. 

Mr. F. Powe. also opposed the bill. 

Mr. WarkKIN vappertea the second reading. 

Mr. T. Hucues not only objected to the present bill but 
thought the House should not, in any instance, t these 
tremendous compulsory powers under the Lands Clauses 
Consolidation Act to the metropolitan companies springing 
up round this great city, without insisting upon proper 
terms for the poor. Unless this were done these companies 
would become a social tyranny. He hoped that the House 
would, not only in this case but in all others, make proper 
terms with railway companies before entrusting them with 
Saeehery powers under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 


The motion for the second reading was then negatived 
Without a division and the bill thrown out. 


New Courts or Law. 

Mr. C, Bentinck asked what course the Government in- 
tended to pursue in reference to the selection of the archi- 
tectural designs for the new courts of law ? 

Mr. Cowrenr said the designs for the new courts of justice 
and offices would be ps Ary os competition among architects. 
As the Soepiretion of those designs would require very pro- 
tracted and minute study in order to meet the special re- 
quirements of the courts and offices, competition would be 
testricted to a small number of architects, and the selection 
of the architects would be entrusted to a committee, which 
Would include eminent members of the legal profession and 
members of the Government. 


JAMAICA GOVERNMENT BILL, 
Mr. CarpwE.t obtained leave to bring in a bill to make 


provision for the goverment of Jamaica, the object of which | 


i not yet finally to determine what the administration of 
that colony shall’ eventually be, but to substitute a govern. 
ment similar to that now in existence in Trinidad for that 
which has hla hitherto in Jamnica for a pets of three 
years ; in short, to convert it from that time from a Consti- 
tutional into a Crown colony, 
Court or CHanorry (IRELAND) Brut. 
Common Law Procepurn (IneaNnp) Bunn, 


The ArrorNeY-GuNERAL for IRELAND obtained leave to 
in these bills, 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. ArtHur Witutam Lereu, of Collumpton, to be 
Under-sheriff, and Mr. Edmund, Stamp, Jun.,. to be 
County Clerk of Devon for the ensuing year. 

Mr. E. A. C. Scuatcu to be Lecturer at the Law Institu- 
tion, vice Mr. W. Markby, now one of the judges of the 
Supreme Court of Calcutta. 

Mr. W. J. Payne to be Recorder of Buckingham, vice 
Mr. W. Markby, now Judge of the High Court of Calcutta. 








COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


JAMAICA. 
ADMISSION OF ENGLISH BARRISTERS TO PRACTISE. 

The following Act, introduced by Mr. Osborne, has been 
3 :-“ Be itenacted, thatany member of the bar of England, 
reland, or Scotland, duly qualified to practise as a barrister 
or advocate, on the production of a certificate or other docu- 
ment attested by the proper officer of any of the superior 
courts of record of England, Ireland, or Scotland, or by the 
treasurer, or other officer, of any of the Inns of Court of 
England or Ireland, or of the Faculty of Advocates of Scot- 
land, certifying his qualification to practise, together with 
the receipt from the Receiver-General of this island of the 
ayment of the sum of £13 6s. 6d., imposed by the 20th 
Vict. c. 9, and on taking and subscribing the usual oaths 
before any one of the judges, either in term time or vaca- 
tion, be admitted to practise as a barrister in the several 
courts of this island.” 





FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE. 
Tue ExTRADITION TREATY. 


Le Nord prints an elaborate article in defence of 
Lavalette’s pretension to override or supersede the laws of 
England, in the working of extradition, and its argumenta- 
tion is based on that principle of British (or rather Roman) 
jurisprudence, _‘‘No man has a right to profit by his own 
fraud.” ‘* Now, a French subject becoming amenable to the 
criminal action of his own tribunals, escapes in fraudem 
legis out of the national jurisdiction, but cannot ground on 
such palpable misconduct a claim to better his condition as 
aculprit. Furthermore, in violating the code of his own 
country, he was fully cognizant of the legal form of process 
he would have to encounter, and cannot ote any grievance 
in their due exercise towards him, wherever found and 
identified. No foreign magistrate or lawyer has a locus 
standi for interposing between a native of France and his 
natural judges, a truth of which some faint glimpse has 

limmered on the insular mind when a half jury of foreigners 
ecame imperative, even in trials for crime perpetrated on 
British soil.” 

Le Nord does not seem to be aware that the right to a jury 
de medietate lingue is as old as the Norman invasion, and 
was originally gee in favour of the French vassals of the 
Crown of England. Moreover, it is contrary to all recog- 
nised international law to say that the law and prone ofa 
man’s country follow him everywhere, a principle which, if 
carried out, would compel the surrender of persons charged 
with offences against the laws regulating the press, defal- 
eations in matters of revenue, smuggling, &e., which have 
never been included in any extradition treaty, 

All that England has undertaken to do is to deliver up to 
justice persons who have committed in France certain 
offences which, if committed in England, would have 
rendered them amenable to justice here, and all that she has 
required is that the French authorities should establish the 
same primd facie case which is here required of the prose- 
eution, The Emperor cannot reasonably complain that we 
refuse to allow him, on English soil, rights langer than those 
which we accord to the Queen. 





CHARACTERS TO SERVANTS. ‘. 

A decision has recently been pronounced by M. Vivien, 
President of the Sixth Chamber of the Tribunal Correo- 
tionnel of the Seine, which has created much displeasure 
and dismay in the culinary circles of Paris. M. Demant, a 
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cook of some reputation, referred several persons in succes- 
sion to Mdme. Chapuis, a former employer, for his character, 
the result being that nobody would engage him. Mdme. 
Chapuis bore willing testimony to her late chef’s ability, 
but felt it her duty to add that the man wasa rogue. At 
last Demant brought an action against Mdme. Chapuis, for 
defamation. The tribunal decided that the defendant’s com- 
munications, having been made bond fide, confidentially, and 
without malice, the plaintiff had no case and must pay all 
costs. This seems to be a practical and easy method of 
dealing with ‘‘the pereening? question,” about which so 
much was written and so little done last year. If a servant 
who undertakes for certain wages to protect his master’s 
interest betrays them for his own private emolument, he 
ought to be dismissed, and his real character ought to be 
given to all persons seeking to employ him. The evil will 
then soon cure itself. 
THE VERDICT oF History. 

M. Thiers gained a verdict on Saturday week in the Paris 
courts against Count de Moynier (the personage whose 
Abyssinian venture has given him some notoriety) in an 
action brought for enforcing honourable mention of the 
count’s father as entitled to all the merit of a skirmish at 
Rheims (12th March, 1814). The Bench upheld an author’s 
right to use his own judgment in the critical estimate of 
what is suitable for historic record. 

The facts of the case are as follows:—M. Thiers, in the 
17th volume of his celebrated ‘‘ Histoire du Consulat et de 
lEmpire,” had attributed the deliverance of Rheims, in 
1814, to a brilliant feat of arms of General Philippe de 
Ségur, who, at the head of a regiment of guards, had turned 
the extreme left of the Russian army, overthrown its cavalry, 
and carried off eleven guns. Count de Moynier Cham- 


borant had claimed the honour of that exploit for his father. 
The charge in question was led by General de Ségur, Count 
de Moynier playing a brilliant part in the action, and con- 
tributing to the victory. 
Game Laws. 
The Procureur-Imperial has just given notice of appeal 


against a recent decision of the Imperial Court of Paris, 
which declared that strips of white paper placed on lines 
stretched from rods planted in the ground, with the object 
of barring the passage of hares, cannot be considered as 
unlawful implements of sporting. These animals leave the 
woods early in the morning to seck their food in the 
agate | fields, and whilst they are feeding, rows of 
such sticks being placed along the border of the forest 
lands, cut off the retreat of the animals, which are frightened 
by the fluttering of the paper. Being thus kept away from 
their form, they fall an easy prey to the sportsman. 


AccIDENTAL HomIcIDE. 

M. Leddet, Judge of the Civil Tribunal at Loches, near 
Tours, whilst out shooting in September last, was unfortu- 
nate enough to mistake a friend of his, M. de Tremond, for 
a roebuck. He fired, and shot his friend dead. He is now 
under trial on a charge of homicide par imprudence. The 
verdict is not yet returned. 





BELGIUM. 
Proverty in Desiens. 


A decision has recently been given by the Belgian law | 


courts, which throws some curious light upon the question 
of property in designs in that country. A M. Suys, an 
architect, has, it appears, erected some law courts in 
Brussels, the plans of which are claimed by a M. Gérard, 
who obtained an injunction restraining payment of the sum 
in the hands of the Minister of the Interior, which, in the 
ordinary course, would have been received by M. Suys, as 
his professional fee. M. Suys next brought an action against 
his opponent to compel him to remove the injunction, 
claiming 10,000f. damages for the injury to his professional 
reputation, Judgment was given for the defendant, and the 
Court directed M. Suys to pay to M. Gérard the sum claimed. 
The case was ered 

the decision of the Court below, and at the same time con- 
demned M, Suys in the whole of the costs. 
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Farl Russel) has fixed Monday next, the 19th inst., at 2 p.m., 
to receive the deputation appointed at the public meeting held in 
Glasgow on the 25th ult., on the subject of parliamentary reform. 








to the superior court, which confirmed | 
| and morality among the practitioners of the law, then i 
| was quite sure that all persons would agree with him i 
| — Prosperity to the Manchester Law Association. 


—————= 


SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 

At the meeting held at the Law Institution, on Tuesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. Lloyd in the chair, the following qques. 
tion was discussed : ‘‘Should the recommendations contained 
in the Report of the Commission on Capital Punishment be 
carried into. effect?” The question was opened by Mr, 
William Webb in the affirmative, and, upon being put by 
the president, was decided in the affirmative. 


ARTICLED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 

At a meeting of this society, held at the Whittington Club, 
on Wednesday, February 14, Mr. Edmund F. Davis in the 
chair, a motion calling upon the committee to take the subject 
of articled clerks as advocates into consideration was carried 
after a prolonged discussion. 

MANCHESTER LAW ASSOCIATION. 
ANNUAL DINNER. 


The annual dinner of this association was held on the 6th 
inst., at the Clarence Hotel, Spring Gardens, and wag 
unusually well attended, Mr. Jonn SumMMERsScALRs, of 
Oldham, presided; and there were also present :—The 
Mayor of Manchester (W. Bowker, Esq.), the Recorder of 
Manchester (H. W. West, Esq.), Messrs. Squarey and 
Rogerson (deputation from the Liverpool Law Society), 
Messrs. Thomas Claye and W. H. Guest (vice-presidents), 
Mr. Baker (ex-president), Mr. Heelis, Mr. Thorley, My, 
Bunting, Mr. Cobbett, Mr. Radford, Mr. Aston, Mr. Bond, 
Mr. Cooper, Mr. Darwell, Mr. Farrar, Mr. Fox, Mr. Gill 
Mr. Grover, Mr. Jannion, Mr. Leaf, Mr. Payne, Mr. Pea 
cock, Mr. Wheeler, Mr. M. Bateson Wood, Mr. Greenhalgh, 
Bolton ; Mr. Chas. H. Holden, Bolton ; Mr. T. L. Rushton, 
Bolton ; Mr. Watkins, Bolton; Mr. W. Harper, Bury; 
Mr. Ponsonby, Oldham ; Mr. J. Lingard Vaughan, Stock- 
pert ; Mr. John Leigh, Mr. Richard Redfern, Oldham ; and 
fr. Unwin (honorary secretary). 

After the usual toasts had been proposed and responded 
to 

The RecorDeEr of Manchester, proposed ‘‘ Prosperity to the 
Manchester Law Association.” e said he very much 
regretted that it had fallen into his hands to poe 
important a toast, because he could have wished the duty to 
have been discharged by some one of greater ability to do 
justice thereto, more especially when he was obliged to 
confess, very much to his discredit, that he was unfor- 
tunately peculiarly ignorant of the past history, present 
condition, and future prospects of the Manchester Law 
Association. He said that this was his fault, and so it was, 
but he had an excuse for it, and that was that he had s 
lately formed the connection, of which he was so proud, with 
the city of Manchester. He could not help thinking that 4 
society which brought togetlter the most eminent members 
of a profession, like that of the legal profession, ne 
communities, must be of great advantage to all the mem 
of the profession, and to the community at large. Such 
associations must also be of the greatest use to legislators, 
Gentlemen connected with the law for the most part loved 
the law they lived by, and which had stood the test of ages; 
and legislators, aware of the advantages of the law under 
which they lived, gained great assistance from institutions 
like this, From time to time the laws must be adapted to 
the new habits of life and society, to the new interests of 
trade, and every variety of subject, which changed with 
rears ; but that was no reason why every member of the 
legislature should be able to improve or amend the laws of 
the country ; and those members who wished to reform the 
laws must be much aided by the honest endeavours of those 
upon whom it devolved to put them into practice. These 
appeared to him to be some of the principal objects w: 
a society of this sort must have in view. If, in the first 
lace, they aided the legislature in the work of reformation, 
if they assisted the young by setting before them a go 
example, and by raising the genefal standard of integrity 


Mr. T’. CLave said it was not unusual, in acknowledging 
the toast to which he was called upon to respond, to enter 


| at some length upon the objects and advantages of societies 
' guch as that which formed the subject of the toast, and to 
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‘ye some account of the proceedings and position of their | the broadest basis, and he believed it was a fair representa 


own institution. On the present occasion he felé at liberty 
to omit any reference to the former, which had been so ably 
and eloquently treated by the learned recorder, and he 
should touch only slightly upon the operations of the 
association, not only because the events of the bygone year 
had not been such as to call for any extraordinary activity, 
put also because he remembered that the annual report had 
recently been placed in the hands of the members, and he 
imagined their time might he more egmeably secunsed than 
by listenifig to a reswmé of its contents. ithout revert- 
ing, then, to the past, further than to congratulate them 
upon the prosperous financial position of the society—a posi- 
tion so prosperous that they might almost give the members 
areceipt in full for their next year’s subscription-- and also 
claiming due credit for the efforts of the society in keeping 
the doors of the assize courts from being closed last Decem- 
ber, and for their exertions in favour of the bill now passed 
into law, by which a new jurisdiction had been conferred 
upon the county courts, he passed on to say a word or two 
upon subjects which, as measures likely to be proposed to 
Parliament, would probably be of a character to require 
attention at their hands. In the first place, as we lived in 
an age of consolidation, it struck him that their influence 
could not be brought to bear more satisfactorily than in 
endeavouring to secure the consolidation of the numerous, 
or rather innumerable, statutes relating to stamps—a branch 
of the law upon which it had been too truly observed that 
within the whole range of subjects embraced in England’s 
statute law, there was no one so complicated and so far 
beyond the power of ordinary diligence to unravel. To the 
members of their own fraternity it had become quite a 
matter of course to expect to hear of further additions to the 
burdens which already pressed upon their memories and 
tried their | passing but out of doors persons could scarcely 
be prevailed upon to believe that, putting out of considera- 
tion the multitude of statutes in force previously to 1850, 
and the statutes still remaining more or less operative, there 
had been passed, during the last fifteen years, no less than 
twenty-one statutes relating to this single subject. The 
liability to error which such a state of things brought with 
it was intolerable, and he did not see how the association 
could better occupy itself than by endeavouring to apply to 
this subject the process of consolidation which had been 
already applied to the customs laws. Most of them would 
have experienced a repulsive feeling at the multiplicity of 
oaths required in the practice of the law, and more particu- 
larly in the Court of Chancery; and none of them would 
have failed to have observed the effect produced A ae a class 
of men whose occupation compelled them frequently to verify 
statements by affidavits, It caused the ceremony in course 
of time to be regarded as little more than an empty form. 
He did not, of course, mean that there was an disregard of 
truth, but merely that the oath, from the effect of habit, 

no share in procuring truth, which was to be ascribed 
to innate truthfulness, or regard to character, or dread 
of punishment. He would not be understood to ad- 
vocate the entire abolition of oaths in confirmation of 
evidence in a suit ; but in all other respects the truth might 
be insured by declaration, with the punishment of perjury 
annexed to a false statement ; and he should be rejoiced to 
see the society engaged in promoting a measure to extend to 
these cases the provisions of the admirable Act of 1835, sub- 
stituting declarations for judicial oaths ; and with the assis- 
tance which experience led him to believe they might count 
upon from a former member of the society, now one of the 
Tepresentatives of Sheffield, and the co-operation of the 
Liverpool association, he felt sanguine that such a measure 

ht be carried to a successful issue. He had only to add, 
on behalf of the association, their thanks to the learned re- 
aol for the courteous terms in which he had proposed the 


Mr. Buntine proposed the ‘‘ Mayor and Corporation of 
Salford.” He said that the earlier history of the corpora- 
tions of Manchester and Salford reminded him of Milton's 
majestic lines, 

Dark with excess of light. 


But he thought it was not so light now. The corporations 
ol the two boroughs did their duty as well as they could, 
and did it well--probably no one could do it better, 

The Mayor of Manchester (W. Bowker, Esq.), in 
acknowledging the toast, said the corporation of Manchester 
was really what the citizens made it, It was selected on 





tion of the citizens. There was one ward in Manchester- 


known as the lawyers ward—it was re nted by three 
lawyers, all of whom gave an amount of time and attention 
to their duties which was highly creditable to them, con- 


sidering the attention which they were obliged to give to. 


their own profession. One of these gentlemen (Mr. Baker) 
was the chairman of the Free Libraries’ Committee, and he 
was highly esteemed both for his talents and his industry. 
His services had undoubtedly been of the greatest advantage 
to the citizens of Manchester. 

Mr. R. B. B. Cossetr proposed ‘‘The Mayor and Cor- 
poration of Salford,” and said that there was one question 
of law reform in this district of very great importance,— 
namely, that some amalgamation or arrangement should be 
made to combine the two Courts of Record in Manchester 
and Salford. This question had been mooted for a lon 
time, and he believed it rested with the two corporations 0 
Manchester and Salford to bring about this arrangement. 
There could be no doubt that this was a question of the 
highest importance. Upto the present time the two cor- 

rations had not been able to arrange this matter, although 
it was well known that it was necessary, in order to bring 
about_a very t public benefit. They were of course 
quite contented with the services of the two judges who 
presided at these courts ; but they might say, 


How happy could I be with either, &c. 


they knew the rest. But there could be no doubt that there 
was continual confusion by the existence of both these 
courts. 

Mr. Raprorp acknowledged the toast, and said with 
reference to the coporation of Salford, it represented 100,000 
persons, and that the duties were discharged with the 
utmost rigour of the law, at the same time, with considera- 
tion and kindness to the public. He confessed he was 
surprised that Mr. Cobbett should have fallen into the error 
that the corporation of Salford had control over the Court 
of Record. They had really no power nor jurisdiction what- 
ever. The Court of Record for the hundred of Salford was 
of the greatest public benefit. It had a jurisdiction over a 
very large area, which at one time included the city of Man- 
chester. That being so, he sincerely hoped, if there should 
be an amalgamation of the two courts, it would result in 
the absorption of that which was mainly an excrescence—a 
small portion of the original jurisdiction of the Salford 
Hundred Court—into its original jurisdiction. The fact 
was that the Hundred Court of Salford was a court of ancient 
institution and of extensive jurisdiction. Originally it in- 
cluded the city of Manchester, and as far as jurisdiction was 
concerned, the Court of Record of the city of Manchester was 
of much more recent growth than that of the hundred of 
Salford. The corporation of Manchester was, of course, 
limited in extent, and he saw no reason whatever that the 
Court of Record in Manchester should continue to be an 
excrescence of the hundred of Salford. 

Mr. HEELIs proposed ‘‘The Lord Chancellor and the 
Judges, including the local judges.” With respect to the 
change which had taken place in the recordership of 
Manchester, he would not say that the present recorder was 
a better man, or’a better lawyer, !t this he would say, that 
he was a more handsome man, ‘lhe sentiments which the 
present Recorder of Manchester had uttered that evening as 
to the objects of this society had done him immense credit. 

The RECORDER returned thanks. 

Mr. Raprorp proposed ‘‘The Liverpool Law Society,” 
and said that the united efforts of the Liverpool and Man- 
chester Associations had contributed more to the improve- 
ment of the commercial law of this country than any other 
power which had been brought to bear upon the legislature. 

Mr. Rogerson, one of the deputation from Liverpool, in 
acknowledging the toast, expressed his regret that Mr. 
Squarey, who had been deputed to attend with him, was 
unable to be present, having been called away to London. 
He sincerely hoped that the Liverpool Law Society and the 
Manchester Law Association would continue to pull to- 
gether for many years. The objects of both these societies 
were of the greatest public importance. They were for the 
improvement of the status of the profession and reforming 
the administration of the law. The Liverpool Law Society 
had recently been consulted by the Liverpool Chamber of 
Commerce with reference to the question of making the trial 
of commercial cases in this country more cheap and speedy. 
This fact proved that on questions affecting lawyers them~ 
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selves the commercial community had confidence in them. 
He had to-day received a letter showing that the Liverpool 
Law Society had great weight with the judges of the 
country. Some time since the Liverpool Law Society sent 
a memorial to the judges appointed to preside at the next 
assizes, desiring that p aintltts should be at liberty to enter 
cases within three clear days before the commission day. 
He (Mr. Rogerson) had received a letter that evening from 
Mr. Justice Mellor, in which he stated that he agreed with 
the memorial, and requested the society to take steps at the 
forthcoming assizes to adopt this plan both in Manchester 
and Liverpool. 

_Mr. THortEey proposed “The Metropolitan and Pro- 
vincial Law Association,” which he observed, did not yield 
in importance to any of the subjects which had been pre- 
sented to them. The institution commended itself in the 
most distinct and emphatic manner to all who took an 
interest in, or had a regard for, the advancement of their 
branch of the profession, as well for its tried and signal 
utility, its wide-spread influence, and the high character 
and position of the eminent men to whom its management 
was entrusted. It had been in existence upwards of eighteen 
years, and numbered within its ranks satthy 1,000 solicitors, 
residing for the most part in the principal cities in the king- 
dom, and who would be found to be in their several localities 
the foremost in pent attainment, in social rank, and 
in enlarged intelligence. So constituted it could afford no 
surprise that it had been attended with a success, in all the 
objects for which it was instituted, to an extent beyond that 
which even its most sanguine promoters dared to anticipate. 
@riginally constituted for the purpose of aiding the metro- 
politan and provincial solicitors in giving a combined ex- 
pression in the opposition of crude, and in the promotion of 
sound, measures in Parliament, they had seen it gradually 
extend itself in importance, in reference to all subjects in 
which their branch of the profession was interested, until 
they had now the satisfaction of seeing it, for the purpose of 
effecting all useful and necessary changes in the laws in 
general, both as regarded the community and their branch 
of the profession, one of the most powerful organisations in 
the kingdom. And this had been in a great degree accounted 
for by the learned Recorder in the excellent speech he had 
just made to them, in which he compared the solicitors of 
the present day to the priesthood of the middle ages, from | 
the influence they possessed with all ranks in the confidence 
reposed in them in the dearest and most important affairs of 
lite. This confidence and influence naturally extended 
itself to the members of the Legislature, who also naturally 
gave a willing ear to the statements of their own con- | 
fidential legal advisers as to the real bearing and effects 
of the attempted changes in the laws which were from | 
time to time introduced into Parliament. This was, 
indeed, the main element of success in their exertions, | 
and for all right and anced objects gave to the asso- | 
ciation a power and an influence hardly equalled by any other. | 
In addition to the exertions of the association in aiding 
in the modification or rejection of the bills introduced in | 
Parliament, he reminded them of the labours of the com- 
mittee in the reforms in the Court of Chancery, in facilitating | 
its objects and diminishing the cost and ‘delay of its pro- | 
ceedings, and that the several amendments which the Court | 
had from time to time introduced into its practice had | 
emanated from the suggestions of this association. He would 
also remind them of the continued exertions of the com- 
mittee to improve and elevate the status of the profession | 
by inducing the judges to institute a preliminary examina- | 
tion in classical, historical, and other educational subjects, 
of candidates for their branch of the profession, and all who, 

like himself, had taken a part in the conduct of those ex- 





aminations, would well appreciate the beneficial results 
which would accrue by giving a more elevated tone and 


character to the profession. He would not detain them b 

details of the many other usefal and important results whic 

the Metropolitan and Provincial Association had achieved. 
He would, however, remind them that although it owed the 
original proposition for its formation to their own body (the 
members of the Manchester Law Association), and who, 
with the aid of the Liverpool Association, and of the late 
Mr. John Hope Shaw, of Leeds (whose name would alwaye 
be received with the highest respect and regard), prevailed 
upon their London brethren to form the union which has 
been #o beneficial to all parties. And also that for many 
years the members of the Manchester Law Association were 
the most numerous and energetic of its supporters, but he 





regretted to say that they did not hold that position then, 
and that Liverpool had taken the lead, and altho 
numerically less in professional men, had a much greater 
number of members of the Metropolitan Association, and 
were now its most zealous supporters. Humiliating as 
was to themselves, he again had great pleasure in paying the 
compliment which the statement involved to the Liverpool 
Association in the presence of the gentlemen forming 
their deputation that evening, and who the Manchester As. 
sociation were always so glad to receive. He (Mr. Thorley) 
hoped the Manchester Law Association would not permit 
this state of things to continue, but, by an addition of mem. 
bers from the younger portion of the society, and the in. 
fluence of their Noaity support, the Manchester Lay 
Association would resume its ancient position as the leaders 
of so important an association, emanating from themselves, 
He (Mr. Thorley) had been a member from its formation, 
and believing it to be based on the purest and soundest 
sarap and managed by those most eminent in pm. 
essional and social rank, in the most impartial manner, the 
Metropolitan and Provincial Association merited the best 
a both of the profession and the community. 

r. T. L. Rusuron proposed ‘‘ The Committee of the 
past year,” remarking upon the benefits the association had 
received from their services. 

Mr. J. Cooper, the chairman of the committee, responded 
in an appropriate speech and alluded to the exertions of the 
association in obtaining the Winter Assize at Manchester. 

Mr. LEAF proposed *‘ The Treasurer,” in a very amusing 
speech, warning him against taking any rash step with the 
unusually large balance in his hands, or going with it in the 
markets, or creating a financial panic. 

Mr. Guest proposed the Secretary (Mr. Unwin) in highly 
complimentary terms, to which Mr. Unwin responded. 

A party of glee singers added to the enjoyment of the 
evening. 





OBITUARY. 


SIR JOHN HOWLEY, KNT. 

It is with regret that we have to announce the death of 
Sir John Howley, Knt., Prime Serjeant, which took place on 
the morning of Tuesday, at the learned gentleman’s house, 
Upper Fitzwilliam-street, Dublin. 

Mr. Howley was called to the bar in 1815, and was made 


, a King’s Counsel in July, 1835, Lord Plunkett being then 
; Chancellor. 


In 1843 the third serjeantcy became vacant on 
the promotion of Mr. Serjeant Keatinge (now judge of the 
Court of Probate) to the office of judge of the Prerogative 
Court, and the vacant coif was given to Mr. Howley by Lond 


| St. Leonards (then Sir E. Sugden), the then Lord Chancellor 


of Ireland (the present Master of the Rolls being the 
Attorney-General, and the late Mr. Baron Greene, So 1 tor). 
In religion Sir John Howley was a Roman Catholic; i 
olitics he has been graphically described as ‘a sort of 

ind of a Conservative.” In 1835 he was appointed 
** Assistant Barrister” of the County Tipperary, @ 
office since converted into that of Chairman of Quarter- 
Sessions, which he held till last year, and in discharge of 
the duties of which he gained general respect by his digni- 
fied, independent, and impartial conduct. At the bar he 
never enjoyed a large practice, yet, when on some occasions 


| he was called upon to discharge the important functions of 


Judge of Assize, his conduct won the approval of the pro 
fession. It was on one of these occasions that the ex 
nary ejectment of Pierce Somerset Butler (formerly M.P. for 
Kilkenny County) v. Viscount Mountgarrett, which practi 
cally involved a claim of the peerage came before him. 

It is rumoured that Mr. John Thomas Ball, the new 
Queen’s-Advocate in Ireland, is to be further promoted to 
the vacant coif, a promotion which he will have earned 
his distinguished position as an ecclesiastical lawyer; @ po# 
tion mn g cannot but have been called to Lord Wodehouse s 
attention by the remarkable talent displayed by the learne: 
gentleman ‘on the occasion of the last election for the Uni- 
versity of Dublin. 





Certain religious fraternities in Italy, foreseeing their speedy 
dissolution, hive tried to contract oot debts u their preset 
possessions, and, in some cases, even to sell furtively part 
their property. The Minister of Justice has, therefore, a 
decree declaring all such debts and sales illegal, and their om 
tractors liable to punishment. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


Mr. R. Horton Smuru, 


. 19. 
5 H. Suretp, on Common Law and Mercantile Law, 


Friday, Feb. 23. 
LAW CLASSES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


on Conveyancing, Monday, 


Hours oF ATTENDANCE. 
Elementary classes, 4.30 to 5.30 p.m. 


Advanced te 


5.30 to 6.30 p.m. 


Mr. M. H. Cookson on Equity— 
Monday, Feb. 19, class A, elementary and advanced. 


‘Thi Y x 22, 45 B, 


9 2? 


Mr. A. BarLEy on Conveyancing— 
Tuesday, Feb. 20, clsss B, elementary and advanced. 


Friday ,, 23, ,, A, 


” ” 


Mr. E. A. C. ScHALCH on Common Law— 
Wednesday, Feb. 1, class B, elementary and advanced. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
ENGLISH FUNDS AND RAILWAY STOCK. 


Last Quoration, February 15, 1866, 
[From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.] 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


sper Cent, Consols, 874 

Ditto for Account, Mar. 8—873 
3per Cent.jReduced, 874 

New 3 per Cent., 874 

Do, 34 per Cent., Jan, 794 — 
Do. *f per Cent., Jan. 794 — 
Do.5 per Cent., Jan. "73 — 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — 


Ditto, £100 & £200, Do. 2 dis 

Bank of England Stock, 54 per 
Ct. (last half-year) 247 

Ditto for Account, — 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


India Stock, 10} p Ct. Apr. ’74 — 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’70, 1024 
Ditto for Account, — 

Ditto 4 per Cent., Oct. ’88 $74 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — 

Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. — 





Ind. Enf. Pr., 4pC., Jan. 72 
Ditto, 5§ per Cent., May, ’79, — 
Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 


dest, "64 
Do. Do., 5 per Cent., Aug. "66, — 


Do. Bonds,4 per Ct.,£1000, — pm 
Ditto, ditto, under £1000, — pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. 


id. | Closing Prices. 





Bristol ANA EXCHeL o....sacveesersseeeeceeseeees 95 





Stock | Great Northern 


Glasgow and South-Western 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 ......... 





Do., A Stock* 





Great Western— Or! 


London and Blackwall 


Great Southern gad he 


1 
rm of Ireland 


of discount at five cent., at which it was fixed on the 4th of 
January, to 4}. e Bank of Frankfort has likewise lowered 
its rate from 5 to 43. A considerable increase has likewise taken 
place in the Bank of land reserve during the week. This 
movement of the Bank of France is the more important because 
it had raised its rate from 4 to 5 per cent. at the beginning of the 
year merely because of the advance to 8 per cent. on our side, 
consequently, no reverse action was anticipated on the part of 
the Bank of France until the Bank of Engiand had taken the 
initiative. During the last fortnight, however, the bullion of 
the Bank of France has “ increased by £1,300,000, and hence the 
recent good tidings.” The cause of the plentifulness of bullion 
in France during the drain from this country, appears to be that 
large shipments of French manufactures have been made to the 
United States for cash, while there have been no material invest- 
ments in American securities. i 

The discount demand at the Bank has considerably subsided. 
On Thursday, however, it was brisk enough to show this Bank 
minimum of 8 cent. is still not above the market rate. If the 
recent gold arrivals shall be lodged in the Bank during the week, 
there is no doubt that the rate will be lowered on Thursday next 
to 7 per cent. ae 

In consequence of these favourable tendencies, the English 
Funds are considerably improved. In foreign securities the chief 
movement has been in Mexican, which at 223 show a further rise 
of th Spanish descriptions have been flat. 

e suspension of Messrs. Halliday, Fox, & Co., it will be 
remembered, was announced in November, 1864, when the rate of 
discount was, as it is at present, very high, and was attributed by 
many to the operation of the Bank Charter Act, it being con- 
sidered that the firm wanted ready money only, and not assets. 
A dividend, however, has been just announced for the first time, 
which the Zimes thinks likely to be also the last, of 9d. in the 


pound. 

At the meeting of the European Bank on Thursday, a dividend 
at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum was declared, and £13,606 
were added to the reserve. 

The report of the Oriential Commercial Bank, to be presented 
on the 22nd inst., states the profits for the half-year at £19,627, 
and recommends an interim dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. 
per annum. 

A special meeting has been called of Reuter’s Telegram Com- 
pany, with respect to utilizing “a valuable concession ob- 
tained by Mr. Reuter from the Hanoverian Government for laying 
a telegraph cable between the English and Hanoverian coasts. 
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Courts or Justice Commission.—It will not be without 
interest that the legal profession generally will learn that, under 
schedule 59, G. G. G., appended to the “ draft instrue- 
tions for the competing architects,” just issued by the Courts of 
Justice Commission, the following “ miscellaneous accommoda- 
tion ’’ is called attention to:—General Li for all the bar ; 
bar robing room or rooms; refreshment room for the bar; large 
room for the bar; arbitration rooms ; room, at principal entrance 
to the building, for exhibition of causelists ; room for shorthand- 
writers and reporters; proper refreshment rooms, with kitchen, 
&c.; office attendants’ rooms; coal cellars, with lights; dust 
bins, with shoots ; gas-meter house; furnace house; office for 
sale of cause lists ; pens, ink, and stationary room, where persons 
may write letters; post office; telegraph office; police accom- 
modation ; inquiry office ; lost property office ; cloak room ; fire- 
mans’ accommodation and fire engine ; ticket porters and com- 
missioners,” 

PatentTOrrice INquiry.—The final report of Messrs. Green- 
wood and Hindmarch, the commissioners appointed by the Lord 


London, Brighton, and South Coast. 


eae es “op “08 
London, Chatham, and Dover Chancellor to inquire into the state of the Patent Office, has 
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North London 








Do., 1864 
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* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


1s a pears 
that the “ ton of 
confirm: 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


The worst part of the protracted monetary pressure, we could 
ost say crisis, under which the country has been so long 


to have 


The general im 
the tide” has commenced ; and this opinion 


ssion is, 


ed by tho Bank of France having just lowered its rate 





been published. The document is of considerable length, but, 
the following reseeme will be sufticient to give the substance of it: 
“As to the charges against Mr. Woodcroft, Mr. Edmunds has 
neglected to support them, though he has had ample time and 
cepaienty for such purpose. We have carefully enquired into 
1 these charges, and acquit Mr. Woodcroft on all of them. 
We now proceed to report upon the management of the Patent 
Office as at present constituted, and the modes of pre i 
therein, together with the particlars of the duties required from 
the several officers, and the manner in which such duties have 
been ‘ormed by the present staff of officers, and the question 
whether the gene ene now in force are, in our opinion, sus- 
ceptible of any and what improvements which may give greater 
ciency to thy office. It appears to us that the value and im- 
portance of the Patent Office have not been duly appreciated, 
and that the time has arrived when it ought to be put upon a 
different footing. The Patent Office has always been treated as 
consisting of two divisions, called respectively “The Patent 
Division’ and “The Specification Division.’ The patent 
division of the office, as regards proceedi up to and inchading 
the preparation of the warrants for sealing patents, and pro- 
ceedings upon applications for leave to enter disclaimers and 
memoranda of alteration, is under the management of the Commis- 
sioners of Patents. In all other respects it is an office of the Court 
of Chancery and under the jurisdiction of the Lord Chancellor. 
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The specification division is under themanagement of the Commis- 
sioners of Patents. It was unfortunate that a person so unfit as 
the late clerk of the patents should have been placed at the head 
of the office, and if fan had not been several officers of ability 
and energy in the Patent Office, who exerted themselves to the 
utmost to carry into effect the new law, the public would have 
derived little, if any, benefit from the change of the law effected 
by the Patent Law Amendment Act; and we think that they 
are entitled to great credit for the manner in which they have 
formed their system, distributed their duties amongst them- 
selves, and discharged them. Left to themselves for years 
without any superintending head in matters of detail, they have 
had to frame a system as well as work it, and we think it due to 
the present staff of officers to express our sincere opinion that 
they have discharged their duties with diligence, intelligence, 
and conscientiousness. They have exerted themselves greatly 
to advance the interests of the office, and we think that they 
have strong claims to the favourable consideration of the com- 
missioners and of the Lords of the Treasury. The establishment 
is now one of great magnitude and of growing importance, and 
we think it imperatively requires to have the superintendence of 
a superior officer having ‘the knowledge and skill requisite to 
enable him to direct and control every department of it according 
to the provisions of the statutes and the regulations of the com- 
missioners. _We think that such an officer should give daily 
attendance at the office (except during the ordinary vacations), 
and that his salary should not be less than £1,500 a-year. This 
officer might be denominated Secretary of the Patent Office, or 
Master of the Patent Office, or Principal of the Patent Office, or 
by other appropriate name. Subordinately to the Commissioners, 
and taking from them all their orders for the regulation and 
despatch of business in the office, the entire control of its details 
should rest upon his responsibility and under his daily super- 
intendence. He should act as Secretary to the Commissioners, 
keeping proper books of their acts and orders; he should be the 
sole reco financial officer, responsible to the Auditors of 
Public Accounts. He should assist in the practical despatch of 
business in the office, and he should give his best assistance also 
to the Law Officers whenever called upon. We are satisfied 


that ample occupation will be afforded to such an officer conscien- 
tionsly bent on making himself useful. And we are equally cer- 
tain that such an officer of high character, attainments, and 
vigour might exercise a control and superintendence which 
would be cheerfully submitted to by the other officers, and would 
redound to the benefit of the public, and eventually effect a re- 


duction of the expense of the establishment. We think that the 
Office of clerk of the patents, and that of clerk of the commissioners 
are useless, and ought to be abolished. For the purpose of 
abolishing the office of clerk of the patents, legislation will beneces- 
sary. It wasabolished by 2 & 3 Will. 4. c. 111., and revived 
by 3 & 4 Will. 4. c. 84. The duty of preparing patents, other 
t patents for inventions, might be advantageously transferred 
to the clerk of the Crown. We think that the Patent Office 
should be made not only the office of the Commissioners of 
Patents for inventions, but also an office of the Court of Chancery ; 
that all the dutics now performed in any part of the Patent 
Office should be performed in that office; and that all officers 
appointed for the performance of the duties heretofore imposed 
on the clerk of the patents should be performed by officers of the 
Commissioners, appointed and removable as in the Patent Law 
mt Act provided. 
PATENT DIVISION. 

“The references of provisional specifications are made to the 
law officer in pursuance of section % of the Patent Law Amend- 
ment Act. The law officer is by that section authorised “to call 
to his aid such scientific or other person as he may think fit,” 
but it is not practicable in every case to call to aid persons with 
information on the subject to which an invention may relate. It 
appears to us that the chief clerk of the patent division should be 
a person of skill, who could at once give to the law officer in 
every case the information necessary to enable him to determine 
whether the provisional specification sufilciently describes the 
nature of the invention, and whether the invention is a manu- 
facture or an invention for which a patent ought to be granted. 
And we think that the information should be furnished to the law 
ficer in the shape of a report, by the chief clerk, accompanying 
the provisional specification. If this were done we thmk that 
the grants of patents for frivolous inventions would in many 
cases be prevented, and more definite information would be ob- 
taine’ respecting the nature of inventions sought to be patented. 
The present permanent staff in the patent divisiongeonsints of wix 
Clerks; with four extra clerks and four writing derks. This 
number is not sufficient, and consequently the business of the office 
has fallen greatly into arrear. ‘Three additional clerks at the least 
are neccemary. We believe the copies of patents, Ke., trans- 
mitted to Dublin and Edinburgh, in pursuance of the Patent 
Law Amendinent Act, to be A no value to the public, and it in to 
be hoped that the Legislature will be induced to repeal the pro- 
visions of the AcA which requires them to be sentto Dublin and 
VAinburgh., ¢ introduction of unnecessary drawings into 

Afvcations, as well as the unnecemary colouring of specification 
wings, greatly increase the cost of printing (no part of which 
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is paid by the patentee), and also the expense of preparing offic 
copies which may be required to be given in evidence. 


SPECIFICATION DIVISION. 

“The officers and clerks of this division of the office are 
necessarily more numerous than those in the other division. The 
present permanent officers in this division are nine in numbe 
each having the management of some particular branch of 
business, and a gentleman ef skill employed as a linguist, 
are in the office (in addition to the nine permanent clerks ql] 
named) five extra clerks, five writing clerks (paid by the stationer) 
and four warehousemen. The present staff of officers is not 
sufficient, in consequence of which the printing of specifications 
and the performance of several other duties in the office haye 
fallen greatly into arrear. We think that at least six other clerks 
are requisite. forthe performance of the duties. Much of the 
work, and consequently of the expenses of this division of the 
office, are occasioned by the imperfections in specifications and 
specification drawings, and the copies of them, which the 
patentees are bound to furnish to the office in pursuance of the 
statute and the rules of the Commissioners. It is very desirable 
that the persons who thus occassion extra work to be done in the 
office should be made to bear the expense. The only 
which seems to us to be available in the present state of the lay 
if for the Commissioners to make a regulation that persons filing 
specifications shall pay the expense of correcting their inaccurate 
copies, and upon leaving their pps shall deposit sums of 
money by way of security for the payment of the expenses, The 
real remedy, however, is to grant no patent to a petitioner until 
a proper specification of the invention has been deposited in the 
Patent Office and printed.” 

The report then deals with the Library and the Museum 
in terms which we need not reproduce, and concludes with 
the following general observations. “The Patent Office iz 


. every department of it requires greatly enlarged space for 


the business which is carried on, We think that the museum* 

ought to be in the same building as the Patent Office, or 

in some place near to it, but no accommodation can be obtained 
for the museum in any existing building near to the present 

Patent Office.’ According to the Patent Law Amendment 

Act, as subsequently amended, there are stamp duties paid 

upon patents for revenue purposes which now every year 

greatly exceed the annual amount of duties paid into the 

Exchequer before the passing of the Act above mentioned, 

Fees were also by the act required to be paid for the purpose 

of raising a fund to pay the expenses of the Patent-office, and 

carrying the provisions of the new law into eflect. These fees 

(now paid in the shape of stamp duties) annually amount tos 

much larger sum (£50,000 we believe) than has ever been 

expended for the expense of the office. ‘These fees were not 
made payable for the purpose of raising a public revenue, and 
the commissioners think that no part of them ought to be allowed 
to form part of the general revenue of the country, until the 
accomodation, expenses, and due working, of every department of 
the Patent-office have been amply and liberally provided for.” 

The commissioners, in short, express the opinion that the value 
and importance of the Patent-office have not been duly ap- 
societal, and that the time has arrived when it ought to be put 
upon a different footing. Some of the recommendations con- 
tained in the report have already been carried out. Amongst 
these we may mention the erection of a new library for the use 
of patentees, which building will, we believe, be ready in the 
course of the summer. 

Miss Lonowortn AND THE “Satcurpay Review.”—We 
have been requested to publish the following affidavits, whereby 
the jury in this case have so remarkably stultified themselves. 
Our readers will judge of the effect of them for themselves with- 
out requiring the aid of any comments of ours, 

“ At Edinburgh, the 5th day of January, 1566 years, in presence 
of Thomas Knox, Esq., one of hor Majonty) 8 Justices of the 
Peace for the city of Edinburgh. ! 

“ Compeared William Lothian Hamilton, who, having bem 
solemnly sworn, depones and says,—I was ono of the jurors em- 
panelled and sworn to try the enuse of Maria Theresa Lon 
or Yelverton, residing in Edinburgh, against the Ph ire 
the Saturday Review, which was tried before Lor Jorviswoode 
and a jury, including myself, at Edinburgh, upon the 4th, 5th, 
and 6t y Aah of December, 1865. Depones, that the verdict then 
returned by the jury was a verdict for tho defenders, by 4 
majority of nine to three. Depones, 1 was ono of the m 
of said jurors, Depones, in the jury-room a dispute arose a8 9 
the law laid down oy the presiding judge, as applicable to 
case, it being on the one Nand maintained by me and by Mr 
Hill, another of the minority, that Lord Jerviswoode had sta’ 
as matter of law, that while a newspaper can report the w 
proceedings in courts of law, yet, in Thaking comments on these 
proceedings it has no special privilege; and it being on 
other hand maintained by two of the majority that the Pres is 
privileged, and in a different position from a’ private indi 
and that such privilege is necossnry to the interests of morality, 
Deponos, the majority of the jury did not appear to have 


* This Museum Is now at Houth Kensington. 
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the law as stated by Lord Jerviswoode. 

written on behalf of the jury, and sent to 

uesting him to inform the jury of now, as to the law applic- 
the to the case. Depones, Lord Jerviswoode returned a message 
by the clerk of court, declining to give any such direction, 
except in open court, and intimating that he would give the 
jury the required direction if they came back to court. Depones, 
after some discussion, the jury, on the suggestion of two of the 
majority that it would be derogatory to their dignity, resolved 
not to return to court. Depones, I confidently believe that if 
the jury had heard and understood the law laid down by Lord 

Jerviswoode they would not have returned the verdict they did. 

All which is truth, as the deponent shall answer to God.* 

“At Edinburgh, the 5th day of January, in the year 1866, in 
presence of Thomas Knox, Esq., one of her Majesty’s Justices 
of the Peace for the city of Edinburgh. 

“Compeared Andrew Smart, who, being solemnly swo 
depones and says,—I was one of the jurors empannelled an 
sworn to try the cause of Maria Theresa Longworth or Yelver- 
ton, residing in Edinburgh, against the proprietors of the 
Saturday Review, which was tried before Lord Jerviswoode and 
a jury, including myself, at Edinburgh, upon the 4th, 5th, and 
fth ys of December, 1865. Depones, that the verdict then 
returned by the jury was a verdict for the defenders, by a 
majority of nine to three. Depones, I was one of the majority 
ofnine who returned that verdict. Depones, I did not hear a 

t deal of what was said by Lord Jerviswoode in his charge 
the jury, and I did not understand the law as laid down by 
the said judge, at the said trial, for the direction of the jury. 

Depones, explanations were given in the jury-room to the effect 

that Lord Jerviswoode had stated that a newspaper was in a 

different wees from an individual, and was privileged. De- 

pones, if I had understood the law stated to the jury then, as I 

understood it afterwards, when I saw it reported in the news- 

papers—viz., the Scotsman, Caledonian Mercury, and Daily Re- 
view, and, as I now understand it, I would not have concurred 
with the majority of the jurors. And I add, also, upon oath, 
that in justice to the pursuer in the said case, I believe the 
verdict returned by the j would have been different had all 
the jurors who tried it understood the law laid down to them, 

and that there ought to be a new trial. All which is truth, as I 

shall answer to God. 

“At Queensferry, the 8th day of January, in the year 1866, in 
presence of David Greig, Esq., one of her Majesty’s Justices 
of the Peace for the county of Edinburgh. 

“Compeared David Leuchars, who, being solemnly sworn 
depones and says,—I was one of the jurors empanelled an 
sworn to try the cause of Maria Theresa Longworth or Yelver- 
ton, residing in’ Edinburgh, against the proprietors of the 
Saturday Review, which was tried before Lord Jerviswoode and 
a jury, including myself, at Edinburgh, upon the 4th, 5th, and 
6th days of December, 1865. That the verdict then returned by 
the jury was a verdict for the defenders by a majority of nine to 

. Depones, I was one of the majority of nine who returned 
that verdict. Depones, I did not hear a great deal of what was 

said by Lord Jerviswoode in his charge to the jury, and I did 

not understand the law ‘as laid down by the said judge, at the 

said trial, for the direction of the jury. Depones, explanations 
were given in the jury-room to the effect that Lord Jerviswoode 
had stated that a newspaper was in a different position from an 
individual, and was privileged ; and I add, also, upon oath, that, 
in justice to pursuer in the said case, I beliove the verdict re- 
twned dy the jury would have been different had all the jurors 
who tried it understood the law laid down to them, and that there 
aA to be a new trial, All which is truth, as I shall answer 
0 God,” 


Traps MArks.—The question of trade marks and their 
piracy, both at home and abroad, having recently attracted much 
attention, a committee to inquire into the laws of England and 
foreign states, with a view to promote further legislation on the 
subject, has been organised under the Council of the Socicty of 
Arts. ‘This committee held its first meeting on ‘Tuesday, at the 
house of the Soeiety. After an animated discussion, it was re- 
solved :-— That Parliament having, by the Merchaniise Marks 
Act, 1862, affirmed the justice and , ollay of protecting the pro- 
prietors of trade marks, and the public against tho wrongful use 
ofsuch marks, in the opinion of this Committee a properly 
classified system of registration of trado marks has become 
indispenable for the purpose of carrying out the intentions 
of the Legislature, and efficiently protecting, first, the pro- 
prietors of trade marks from piracy of their interests therein ; 
and, secondly, tho public from deception and fraud in the 

urchase of goods to which trade marks are affixed.” The 

imingham Chamber of Commerce has deputed Mr, Arthur 
Ryland to introduce the subject at the meoting of the Associated 
Chambors of Commerce, to be held in London during next 
Woek, and a bill will shortly be introduced into Parliament. 


* This was also a William Hill and Robert Riddell 
De tee tien eferaions 0 ‘by William Hill and Robert Riddel 
to by William Manderson, Andrew Gard- 





This was alao de’ 
i and David Douglas, threo others of the jury, and by Adam Dick- 
tet Another Juror, excepting only the worda, ‘I did not heara great 

of what was said by Lord Jerviswoode in his charge to the jury.’ 
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The roll of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal, printed as usual 
at the commencement of the Parliamen Session, concludes 
with the names of Lord Romilly and Lord Northbrook. The 
total number is 454. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT GARRAWAY’S. 
Feb. 8.—By Messrs. C. C, & T. Moors. 

A Bank of England terminable annuity of £24 15s. 6d. per annum, 
granted in 1861 for 14 years—Sold for £160. 

Freehold, 3 plots of building land, situate in Lambton-road, Hornsey- 
road—Sold for £95. 

Feb. 13.—By Mr. Freperick Parrest. 

Leasehold, 2 residences, being Nos. 1 and 2, Providence-terrace, 
Earls-court, Kensington; term, 99 years from 1859, at £15 per 
annum—Sold for £1,000. 

By Messrs. Tess, Broruers, & Sura. 

Leasehold house, being No. 12, Churchill-road, Hackney; let at £25 
per annum ; term, 99 years from 1861, at £5 per annum-—Sold for 

AT THE LONDON TAVERN. 

Feb. 9.—By Mr. Franx Lewis. 

Reversionary life interest of a mtleman aged 35 years, in 
£14,333 6s. 8d. Consols—Sold for £1,600. 

An annuity of £300, payable to agentleman aged 35 years, during 
the life of a lady aged 65 years, also the life imterest of the same 
gentleman in the dividends derived from £7,476 12s. 8d. Consols, 
payable in the event ofhis surviving his wife, aged 32 years—Sold 
for £800. 

Absolute reversion to one-fifth of £15,000 3 per Cent. Reduced 
Annuities, payable on the death of the survivor of a lady and 
gentleman aged 65 and 64 years—Sold for £1,050. 

Contingent reversion to one-fifth of £50,000 3 per Cent. Consols, ex- 
pectant on the decease of a lady aged 65, provided a gentleman, 
aged 35 years, survives her. Also a policy of assurance for £4,400 
in the English and Scottish Law Life Office, payable on the death 
of the gentl in the lifetime of the lady—Sold for £4,000. 

Leasehold, improved ground-rent of £7 per annum, arising out of 
The Two Eagles beerhouse, 3 shops adjoining, and 3 houses at the 

rear, situated in Kent-street, Old Kent-road—Sold for £56. 


Feb. 13.—By Messrs. Frtres & Horsey. 
Freehold, 13a Ir 20p of building land, situate in Old Kent-road—Sold 
for £14,900. 





AT THE MASONS’ HALL TAVERN, 
Feb. 8.—By Mr. SiEe. ‘ : 
Lease and goodwill of The Hercules Wine and Spirit Vauits, situate 
at the corner of Exeter-street, Lisson-grove—Sold for £3,409. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BRAUND—On Feb. 8, at Plamstead-common, Kent, the wife of M. K. 
Braund, Esq., Solicitor, Furnival’s-inn, of a son. 

HARCOURT—On Feb, 12, at Lewisham, the wife of C. Harcourt, Esq., 
Solicitor, of a son. 

RANDALL—On Feb. 8, at Westbourne-park-villas, the wife of J. W. 
Randall, Esq., Solicitor, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, of a son. 

ROBERTS—On Feb. 8, at Bryndrew, Surrey, the wife of R. W. Roberts, 
Esq , Solicitor, Gray’s-inn, of a son. — a 

VICKERS—On Feb. 5, at Dublin, the wife of H. T. Vickers, Esq., Bar- 
rister-at-Law, of a daughter. : 

WILLIAMS—On Dec. 10, at Canterbury, New Zealand, the wife of 
J. S. Williams, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

BRENT—MENZIES—On Feb. 10, at Trinity Church, Ryde, Isle of 
Wight, H. W. Brent, Esq., Lieutenant R. N., to Elizabeth M., 
daughter of the late W. Menzies, Esq., Senior Puisne Judge, Cape of 
G 


Hope. 

HILL-EGAN—On Feb. 8, at St. Marylebone Church, J. Prosser 
Hill, Esq., of Carlton-hill, St. John’s-wood, son of H. Hill, Esq., 
Solicitor, of Great James-street, Bedford-row, to Emmeline, 
daughter of the late E. Egan, Esq. ; 

LEAF—MAJOR—On Feb. 12, at Putney, A. Leaf, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law, Streatham, to Rosa M., daughter of C. J. Major, Bsq., of 


Putney. 

TABUTEAU—PLUNKET—0On Feb. 9, at St. Mary’s, Donneybrook-road, 
M. Tabuteau, Esq., Dublin, to Constance G. M., daughter of the late 
Hon. . Plunket, Judge of the Bankrupt and Insolvent Court in 
Treland, 

THORPE—MUNDELLA— On Feb. 8, at St. Mary's, Nottingham, R. L. 
Thorpe, Esq., Solicitor, Nottingham, to Nelly, daughter of A. J. 
Mundella, Esg., Nottingham. ‘ 

WARREN—WARREN—On Feb, 8, at East Anstey, Devon, S. H, 
Warren, Esq., Solicitor, Dulverton, to Katherine, daughter of C. H. 
Warren, Esq., late of Fawley, Southampton, 

DEATHS, 

BARRES—On Feb. 7, at Notting-hill, the Hon. Judge Des Barres, late 
of the Supreme Court, Newfoundland, aged 73, ; 

BRODRICK~-On Feb, 12, at St. John's-wood, Lousia J., wife of W. 
Brodrick, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law, Lineoln’s-inn. 

os ~~" ld, at Ceres, Regent’s-park, W. W. 
Foley ., Solicitor, aged 61, 

PARKINS—Oa Feb. 10, at Camden-town, Mr. W, Parkins, Clerk te 
Sir Roundell Palmer, Attorney-General, aged 37, 

PEARCE—On Feb, 7, at Wandsworth, Mary, wife of J. Pearce, Bsqy 
Solicitor, aged $7, ‘ : 

SOUTHEY-—On Fob, 10, at Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire, IH. S$. 
Southey, Esq,, Barrister-at- Law, aged 49, 
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TATHAM—On ve at Highgate, T. T. Tatham, Esq., Solicitor, 


inn, : : 

W. R—On Feb. 10, at the Court, Arsening, Gloucestershire, 
Robert D. Walker, Esq., late Senior Registrar of the Court of Chan- 
cery, aged 74. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Brake, THomas, Jun., Esq., late of Norwich, deceased. 14 Dividends 

on the sum of £5 per annum, Long Annuities—Claimed by T. 

Blake, one of the executors. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 


Minding-up of Joint Stock Comypantes. 
Frrpay, Feb. 9, 1866. 
Limirzp 1n CHANCERY. 

Bychton Coal, Cannel, and Iron Company, Mostyn (Limited).—Vice- 
Chancellor Wood has fixed Feb 24 at 1, at his chambers, for the ap- 
pointment of an official liquidator. 

Patented Domestic Inventions Trading Company (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolls has, by an order dated Dec 6, appointed Edward 
Hart, 57, Moorgate-st, to be official liquidator. 

Steam Buiscuit and Flour Company (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before March 8, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Joseph 
White, 33, King-st, Cheapside. Thursday, March 15 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

TuEspaY, Feb. 13, 1866. 
Limtrep Nn CHANCERY. 

British and Foreign Granite Co: pany ( Limited).—Petition for wind- 
ing-up, p ted Feb 12, directed to be heard before Vice-Chan- 
ce lor Wood on Feb 24. Ryan, solicitor for the petitioner. 

Kilgetty Silica Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented Feb 12, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Kinders- 
ley on Feb 23. Purrier, solicitor for the petitioners. 

London Biscuit Company (Limited).—Petition for winding-up, pre- 
sented Feb 12, directed to be heard before Vice-Chancellor Kinders- 
ley on Feb 23. Beaumont & Co, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Steam Bisenit and Flour Company (Limited). — Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley has, by an order, dated Jan 27, appointed Wm Joseph 
White, King-st, Cheapside, official liquidator. 

UsuiMitep 1n CHANCERY. 

Pembroke Dock Mutual Benefit and Loan Society, No. 2—The Master 
of the Rolls has, by an order dated Dec 9, appointed John Thomas, 
Haverfordwest, official liquidator. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, Feb. 9, 1866, 
Brodie, Alfred. Esq, Cavendish-sq. March 2. Brodie v Tothill, M.R. 
Crewe, Rev Chas, Longdon, Worcester, Clerk. March 3. Sewellv 
Crewe-Read, M. R. 
Denny, Hy. Norton, Northampton, Farmer. March 1. Hallworth o 
Frost, V.C. Wood. 
Huggins, Edwd, Brent Lodge, Finchley, Brewer. Feb 24. Huggins 
» Huggins, V.C. Stuart. 
Le Frank, Jas, Stalham, Norfolk, Gig Maker. March 3. Cork v Porter, 
C. Kindersley. 








Tvuespay, Feb. 13, 1866. 

Ashcombe, Wm, Sewardstone, Essex, Farmer. March 5. Ashcombe 
» Ashcombe, V. C. Wood. 

Austen, Thos, Camden-rd, Holloway, Gent. March 1, Austen » Gil- 
man, V. C. Stuart. 

Bromley, Sir Richard Madox, Foot’s Cray, Kent. March 24. Ford » 

Choimies? Bete Stuart. 
0 obt, » Howsham Hall, York. March 6. Walk 
Cholmley, V. 6. Wasa sal 

Coulthard, Wm, Petersfield, Southampton, Gent. March 7. Tanner 
v Clarke, V. C. Wood. 

Dennis, Eliz, Clifton, Gloucester, Widow. March20. Dennis v Green- 
wood, V. C. Stuart. 

Hampden, John, Esq, Leamington Priors, Warwick. March 9, War- 
burton » Dickson, M. R. 

Jorden, Jeremiah, Birm, Cabinet Maker. March 19. Jorden v Jorden, 
V. C. Stuart. 

a = Blackburn, Lancaster, Gent. Feb 20. Kenyon v Greg- 


son, M. kh. 
Lloyd, Mary Ann, Canterbury, Kent. March 7. Lloyd v Lloyd, 
V.C. Wood. a Agoynicg 
er, John, Preston-next-Wingham, Kent, Salesman. March 8. 
a ogee, V. C. Wood. 
Stanford, Eliz, Sampson’s-ter, South Hackney, Widow. March 1. 
+ or gy mg oo M. R. ee 
aylor, urch Stretton, Sal Spinster. March 12. Hard- 
wicks Hartwick, MR . $ 
Walton, Sophia, Birm, Widow. March 5. Harrison v Chapman, M. hk. 
Williams, Francis, Esq, Wickenford, Worcester. March 8, Best v 
Williams, V.C. Stuart, 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Clam, 
Farpar, Feb, 9, 1866. 
a Sheffield, ont of business, April 10. W.& B. Wake, 
Batchelder, Saml, Bergh Akton, Norfolk, Farmer. May 7. Freestone 
& Copeman, Norwich, 
Coaks, Richd, Norwich, Keq. May 1. Miller & Co, Norwich. 
Cox, Wm Geo, Wells, Bomerset, Draper. March 1. Sheppard, Wells. 
Drommond, Caroline Edith Hay, Richmond, Surrey, Spinster. March 
1, Wilkins, King’s-arms-yard. 





, Hester, Weymouth, Dorset. March 31. Cooper, Wincanton, 
liss, Sarah, Colchester, Essex, Widow. March 21. Philbrick & Son, 
Colchester. 

Gamble, Geo Harrison, Winthorpe, Nottingham, Gent. March 19 
Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Harrison, Wm, Park Springs, Lincoln, Farmer. April 3. Oldman §& 
Wood, Gainsborough. 

Levy, Saml, King William-st, Strand, Outfitter. March 31. Allen & 
Son, Carlisle-st, Soho-sq. 

Marshall. Geo, Acomb Colliery, nr Hexham, Northumberland. March 
31. Chartres, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. ‘ 

Morewood, Clara Palmer, Ladbrook Hall, Warwick, Widow. May 1, 
T. & R. C. Heath, Warwick. 

Nosworthy, John Hearn, Coleman-st, Lithographer. May6, Parker 
& Co, Bedford-row. 

Pigram, Jas, Stanstead Mountfitchett, Essex, Glover. March 25, 
Th 


u , Saffron Walden. 

Quarmby, David Glover, Wakefield, York, Cooper. April 30. Panson 
& Banks, Wakefield. 

Thoresby,-Thos Hy, Broxbourne, Hertford, Esq. March 20. Talbot 
& Tasker, Bedford-row. 

Townsend, Rev Chas, Thorpe, Nottingham, Clerk. April6. Tallents 
& Co, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Turnbull, Joanna, Dover, Kent. March 31. Stilwell, Dover. 

Vollum, Eliz, Hartlepool, Durham, Widow. March 1. Robinson, 


Hartlepool, 
Tuespay, Feb. 13, 1866. 
Arnold, Joseph, Colwich, Stafford, Farmer. March 25. Landor &(o, 
R 


Bates. Jas, Haslemere, Surrey. March 12. Robinson & Tomlin, 
Jermyn-st, St James’s. ’ 

Briggs, — Rochdale, Lancaster, Silk Manufacturer. April 1), 
Payne 


Bishop, Joseph, Crescent, Minories, Gent. March 31. Monckton& 
Monckton, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn. 

Elkington, Eliz, Grange-walk, Bermondsey, Widow. March 26. Sle 
& Robinson, Parish-st, Southwark. 

Elkington, Simeon, Grange-walk, Bermondsey, Woolstapler. March 
26. Slee & Robinson, Parish-st, Southwark. 

Everitt, Anne, Alfred-st, Bedford-sq, Widow. March 31. Paine & 
Layton, Gresham-house, Old Broad-st. — 

Hillyard, Eliz, Denmark-rd, Kilburn, Widow. March 14. Surridge 
& Francis. 

Jenkin, Thos, Newman-st, Oxford-st, Licensed Victualler. March 25, 
Hird & Son, Portland-chambers, Gt Titchfield. st. ‘ 

Miller, Mary, Willesden, Middx, Widow. March 10. Stileman & 
Neate, Southampton-st, Bloomsbury-sq. 

Nightingale, Wm, Cleveland, Yotk, Gent. March 9. Fawcett & 
Garbutt, Yarm, York. : : 

Peace, seme Cloudesley-ter, Islington,Gent. April9. Ley, Lincoln's 


inn-fields. 

Shaw, Jas Davidson, Esq, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. March 15. Keenly. 
side & Forster, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Tomes, John, Weston-upon-Avon, Gloucester, Gent. March 2%, 
Palmer & Co, Trafalgar-sq, Charing-cross, 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Farpay, Feb. 9, 1866. 


Farrah, Robt Clubley, Beverley, York, Builder, Jan 31. Silvester, 
Beverley. 


Weeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Farpay, Feb. 9, 1866. 
Anderson, Thos, Norwich, Draper. Jan9. Asst. Reg Feb6. 
ee David, Westbury, Wilts, Yeoman. Jan 12. Asst. Reg 
eb7 


-— soatet Alfred, Wrentham, Suffolk, Bricklayer. Jan 16, Asst. 

eg Feb 8. 

Atkins, Robt, jun, Manningford Abbotts, Wilts, Farmer. Jan Ié, 
Asst. Reg Feb 8. 

Blakeley, Benj, & John Blakeley, Mirfield, York, Corn Millers. Janl6, 
Comp. Reg Feb 8. , 

Bolton, Michael, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Publican. Jan 15. Asst. 


Reg Feb 8. 
—s Soy Aldgate High-st, Lamp Manufacturer. Feb 5. Asst, 
g Feb 6. 
Brennan, Thos, William-st, Kennington-park, Cab Proprietor. Jan 
16. Comp. Reg Feb 7. 
Connon, A Primrose-st, Bishopsgate, Builder. Jan 29. Comp, 


Reg Feb 9, 
Coles, John, Brighton, Plumber. Feb. Asst. Reg Feb 7. 
= — John, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Innkeeper. Feb 3, Asst 


ig Feb 7. 
Elstob, Chas Mills, Parkside, Knightsbridge, Auctioneer. Jan 27. 
Comp. Reg Feb 7. 
Ferguson, John, Brighton, Sussex, Tobacconist. Jan 9. Comp. Reg 


Feb 6. 
Prevod, Thos, Sheffield, Provision Dealer. Jan 31, Comp. Reg 
eb 8, 
Gartwright, Fredk Wm, Deepingate, Northampton, Baker. Jan 13 
eg i Feb 7. 
Gilbert, Thos Chas, Loughton, Essex, Corn Dealer, Jan 17. Comp. 


Reg Feb 8. 
Hindley, avid, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lancaster, Grocer. Jan 1% 
Bt, ig Feb 7. 
James, Walter, Worthing, Sussex, Poulterer. Jan 26, Comp. Reg 


Feb 6. 

Kirrage, Wm, Gardiner’s-rd, Victoria-pffrk, Contractor. Feb 5, Ia 
spectorship. Reg Feb 7. 

Lee, Fawa Foligno, Welbeck-st, Cavendish-sq. Jan20. Comp, Beg 
eb 9. 

Lockyer, Wm, West-st, Bethnal-green, Greengrocer. Jan 31. Comp. 
teg Feb 9, 

Macdonald, Eliza, & Jonathan Neal, 8t John’s-sq, Clerkenwell, Ja 
19, Comp. Reg Feb 8. 

Manning, Benj Colston, Bristol, ‘Tobacconist, Jan 22, Comp. Bag 
eb 8. 
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‘Penney, Penney, iy McAdam, Wadhurst, Sussex, ‘Farmer. Jan 17. Comp. 
fly Dixon, Manch, Broker. Feb3. Asst. Reg Fe 

Michalski, Joseph, Ryder’s-ct, Leicester-sq, Tobacconist oor Hh. 

mage, chat, Huddersfield, York, Cloth Merchant, Jan 20, Asst. 

pid on Dowlais, Glamorgan, Builder. Jan 17. Asst. Reg 

putieer, John, Scarborough, York, Stonemason. Jan 18. Asst. Reg 


Feb 8. 
Pearson, Saml, jun, Millbridge, York, Brewer. Jan 31. 


8. 
paler, Benj, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Shopkeeper. Janl6. Comp. Reg 


ant Chas, Chichester-pl, Wandsworth-rd, Grocer. Feb 5. Comp. 
eee ceo, jun, Hasketon, Suffolk,Farmer. Janil. Asst. Reg 
# dy Mary Ann, Nag ops yard, Drury-lane, Licensed Victualler. 
oe waders, Reber, Dt Durham, Engineer. Jan 11. Asst. Reg 
Thomsen, Wm, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Vocalist. Jan 23. Comp. 
— Thos, Gt Wigston, Leicester, Miller. Jan 13. Asst. Reg 
Vip, Joseph Fae Haddenham, Cambridge, Farmer. Jan 20. 
yw 4 Richd, Kingsbury, Warwick, Farmer. Jan 10. Asst. Reg 


Chemist. Jan 20. Comp. Reg Feb 7. 
Jan 12, Asst. 


Comp. Reg 


Feb7 
Walters, Jas, Derby, 
Whitehead, Thos, ey wood, Lancaster, Confectioner. 


Feb 8 
Wilesok, Edwin, Matlock, Derby, Proprietor of the Hydropathic 
Establishment. Jan10. Comp. Reg Feb 7. 
TueEspay, Feb. 13, 1866. 
Batkin, Joseph, Birm, Jeweller. Jan 12. Comp. Reg Feb 10. 
Bell, John, Lpool, Engineer. Jan 16. Comp. Reg Feb 12. 
Beaumont, Eliz, Glemsford, Suffolk, Widow. Jan 18. Asst. Reg 


Feb 12. 

Blain, John, Workington, & ice Dent co Harrington, Cumber- 
land, Builders, Jan 26, po Reg Feb 

ag ppakam, Gresham-rd, Brixton, Builder. Feb 5. Comp. 
Reg Fe 


‘Carson, Jas, Seateport, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. Jan 17, 


Asst. Reg Feb 1! 
Chandler, Wm + Seething-lane, Merchant. Jan 19. Comp. 


Reg Feb 9 

Chattaway, Edwin Danl, Stockwell-park-rd, Brixton, Engineer. Jan 
‘23. Comp. Reg Feb is. 

Clarke, —, 2 Loughborough, Leicester, Coal Dealer. Jan 13. 
Asst. 

Clegg, Wesley, & Alfred aa, Halifax, York, Cotton Brokers, 
Jan 16. Asst. Reg Feb 

‘Cohen, ia White-st, Houndsdite, Wholesale Hat Manufacturer. 


Reg Feb 1 
ua, Ne ddersticla, York, Waste Dealer. Jan2. Asst, 


Keg Feb 10, 
= Edwd Marshall, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Jan 18. 
torship. Reg Feb 13 
Dani . John, fanch, Wire ‘Blind Manufacturer. Jan 17. Comp. Reg 
Daewoh John, Stratford, Essex, Printer. 
mot, Andrew, Wallsall, Stafford, Travelling Draper. Jan 30, Asst. 


eunie en Septimus, Manch, Bookseller. Jan 18. Asst. Reg Feb 12. 
» Jas, Ipswich, Suffolk, Plumber. Jan 18, Comp. 


Feb 10. 
Gibbs, Wm Rabaation, Banbury, Oxford, Ironmonger. Jan 17. Asst. 


Reg Feb 
Gilbey, Alfvori, Mark-lane, Corn Dealer. Jan 16. Asst. Reg Feb 10. 
Asst. Reg 


Giroud, Rodolph Louis, Mark-lane, Merchant. Feb 8. 
ee, Richd, Wootton Bassett, Wilts, Grocers Jan 24, Asst. Reg 
ag yt Hy, Fisherton Anger, Wilts, Publican. Jan 13, Asst, 
Hill, i, Arthur R Raby, Queen-st, Long Acre, Coach Currier, Feb 6. Comp. 
Reg 
Hollier, Wm, Lower Mt aa Beck, Northampton, Coal Dealer. Jan 
17. Asst. Reg Feb 
Key, John, Portsea, 1 wae Gent. Feb9. Asst. Reg Feb 13. 
a Wm Eustace, Essex-st, Middx, Journalist. Jan 15, Asst. 
Miata, Tesaote; Odd Rhode, Chester, Sawyer. Feb 5. Comp. Reg 


Baad Jas, Maneh, Grocer. Jan 19. Comp. Reg Feb 12. 
“an. Jas, Altrincham, Chester, Draper. Jan 15, Asst. Reg 


Penney. | By. Wadhurst, Sussex, Farmer’s Assistant. Jan 20. Comp. 
g 
Thos, Worksop, Nottingham, Joiner. Feb 1. Asst. Rog 


Feb 13, 
Iabineot, Mary Ann, Crook, Durham, Widow. Feb 2. Comp. Rog 


Jan 17. Comp. Reg 


» Innkeeper. Jan24. Asst. Reg Feb 13. 
. Janis, Com Reg Feb 12. 
- “¥ Without, Wool en Draper, Jan 24 
eb 10. 

ailor, Jan 19. Asst. Reg Feb 12. 
Nf “i kava 1 Lpool, Merchant. Jan3!, Comp. Reg Feb 10. 
Rochdat e, Lancaster, Dealer in Gutta Percha. Jan 13. 

Cony, Reg Feb 





Fripar, Feb, 9, 1866, 


To Surrender in London. 
Allson, Elijah Wm, Church-st, Comberwell, Boot Maker. Pet Feb 5. 
Feb 19 at 12. Silvester, Gt Dover-st 

Aronson, Leon, Upper Berner-st, Commercial-rd East, out of employ- 
ment. Pet Feb J ‘Feb 20 at 2. Wood & Ring, 
, John, ye me Holborn, House Agent. Pet Feb 7. 
eum a - ll. ty-st, ford-row. 

sey . Pane a Spinster, out of business, 
= eb 5. Feb 28 at 1. hall-st. 


Lewis & Co 
Cooper, Robt, Strathmore-ter, South tam , out of business. Pet 
ee Pet Feb 5. Feb 20 


Feb7. Feb 26at12. Heron, Ely-pl. 

Cotter, Wm, Whitechapel-rd, Boot ! 
at ll. Davies, Baring-st, New North-rd 

Dines, Jas, Forest-hill, t, Builder. Pet Feb 5. Feb i9atl. dall, 
ews vonnge 

ney te s Edmd, St Paul’s Guten, Silk Merchant. Pet 
Feb 3. Feb 38 at 12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 7 (for pau). Feb 


26 ay, M unday, Basinghall-st. 
Gawthorn, Wm Ireland, | el a Shoe ao Pet Feb 
e. 


5. Feb 20 at 2. & Co, Lawrence-lane, Cheapsi! 

Glenn, a. Joseph Barber Glenn, & Hy G Glenn, Liverpool- -rd, Isling- 
ton, Builders. Pet Feb1. Feb 28 at 1. Chilton & Co, Chancery- 

Gore, Thos, Charles. st, a eetent wa, Dairyman. Pet Feb7. Feb 
21 at 12. Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Green, Fras Hoiman, Thurlow-park-road, Lower Norwood, Carpenter. 
Pet-Feb6. Feb 26at1!. Mason, Simond’s- -inn, Chancery-lane. 

Jones, Robt Walter, Vauxhall-bridge-rd, Corn Chandler’s Assistant. 
Pet Feb7. Feb 26at tl. Parkes, Beaufort-buildings, Strand. 

Walkingshaw, William Burnley McDowell, Princes-st, Cavendish-sq, 
Surgeon Dentist. Pet Feb6. Feb 28 at 2. Jenkins, Westminster- 
chambers, Victoria st. 

Mell, Jas, Flower and Dean-st, eeaelas, Carriage Builder. Pet 
Feb 5. Feb 20 y 2. Fe -row. 

Mills, Saml John, A iythe, Kent, Pee. Pet Feb 2. Feb 
28 at 12. Lawrance Co. Ol -chambe 

Mitchinson, Thos Yorke, Prisoner for Debt, "London. Pet Feb 6. 
Feb 21 at 11. Peverley, Coleman-st 

sy Wm, Aston-st, Salmon’, s-lane, Limehouse, Shipping Agent. 

b 5. Feb 28 at2. Nicholl, Bucklersbury. 

Roberia, Win, Barbican, Gas Fitter. Pet Feb 3.° Feb 28at 12. Gold- 
ric ran 

Robinson, Thos Gervas, | Laren for Debt, London. Pet Feb 6. Feb 
27 at 12. Peverley,Coleman-st 

—— Jas Hy, baw aan Sail Maker. Pet Feb5. Feb 20 at 2. 

Leadenhall-s' 


tocken, 
sheave, Joseph Nott, ry Hy Biddlecombe, Romford, Essex, Grocers. 
Feb 7. Feb 2lati2. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 
smith, Samuel, Chadwell-heath, Essex, Letter of eee ow ad Hire. 
Pet Feb 5. Feb 28atl. Preston & Dormi rman, 
Sovereign, Levi Lemon, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb 6 (for 
pau). Feb2latil. Kent, Cannon-st. 
Squires, John, Portland-ter, *Portland-rd, Notting-hill, House Deco- 
rator. Pet Feb 5. Feb 20 at 2. inghall-st. 
Sumner, Alfred, Drummond-crescent, Somer’ s-town, Cordwainer. 
Pet Feb 26, Feb 21 at 11. Hicks, Moorgate-s st. 
Tennant, John, gg Stratford, Comm Agent. Pet Feb 
5. Feb 28 at 1. Hicks, a 
Terrington, Frances, Crescent-pl, Mornington-crescent, Dealer in 
Fancy Goods. Pet. Feb 5. Feb 19 at 12. Elsworthy, Southampton- 


b 

Thompeon, Hy, A Albion-pl, ta Actor. Pet Feb 3. Feb 28 at 
12. Size-' 

=— sor, nes Honel, Prencie-at, Newington Butts, Accountant. 
b6. Feb 27 at at. Pittman, Upper Stamford-st. 

al-rd East, . Pet 

mbois & ipnerd, Chureh-pass, Gresham-st. 

mer for Debt, —- Pet Feb for pau). Feb 


Young, John Geo Lambton, Tunbridge, a Schoolmaster. Pet 

Feb 5. Feb 19 at a Halse & Co, Cheapside: 
‘o Surrender in the Country. 

Andrews, Ro obt Stonaley> Bierten, eg nena Pet Feb 7. 
ss , Feb 24at 12. Shepherd, Lui 

Avery, Tilden, Hastings, Sussex, Sawyer. ret Feb7. Hastings, Feb 
24 atl, Bilton, Hastings. 

» jun, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford Ting 1 Maker. Pet 
eb 6. Burton-u; n-Trent, Feb 21 at Ul. Wilson, Li ichfield. 

Barlow, Thos, Spal Ls md Butcher. Pet Feb5. Spalding, Feb 

20 at 9.30. revehed 


Binns, Hy Wm * Bri . Pet Feb6. Wakefield, 
Feb 24 at 11." boom anson & Beaks, Wake 
Bond, John, Stockland, Devon, Cattle Dealer. Pet Feb 2 (for pau). 
Exeter, Feb 20at 11. Floud, Exeter 
Carrick, Hy, Tonbri Wells, Kent, Beer Retailer, ae Feb?. Ton- 
— y ells, Feb 26 at 3. ‘Cripps, Tonbri 
coln, Leather Cutter. rohan 26. Leeds, Feb 


r t 13. Dale, Lincoln. 
Guar Cottingham, York, Pork Butcher. Pet Feb6. Kingston- 
ull, ay 21 atil. 
Col ye +5 Cabinet Maker. Pet Feb 2. Rother- 
ham, Bob 2 ak 10.30. & Edwards, Rotherham. 
| S'Brigee, Bary. ote mie. Pet Feb 6. Derby, Feb 21 at 12. 
r 
Dermont, Arthur, tm, York, Builder. Pet Feb 5. Leeds, Feb 19 


at ll. Simpson, 
Drury, Geo Dickinson sradtord, York, Hairdresser, Pot Feb 2. Brad- 


ford, Feb 20 at 10. Hill, Brad 

Duncan, Peter Pritebard. -house Keeper, Pet Feb 5. 
me. Feb 22 at 12. Harte, Leeds, 

Evans, Evan, Le Glamorgan, C Cone. Pet Feb 5. Merthyr 
T dai, ae 19 atl. oe Merthy Tydfil, 

Farnwort! cee, a}te , Chester, Boot Maker. Pet Fob 5. Ches- 
ter, Feb : atlo, Cartwr ght, Chester. 
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Fearn. 


dmd, Chesterfield, Derby, Blacksmith. Pet Feb 6. Chester- 

sed, Feb 27 at 11. Smith, Derby. 

Fielder, Geo, Southsea, Hants, Beer “Retailer, Pet Feb 6. Portsmouth, 
Feb 24 at 11. White, Portsea. 

Fletcher, Cleveland, Chas Jas Fletcher, & Fredk Wm Fletcher, Birm, 
al Nanufacturers. Pet Feb 8. Birm, Feb 23 at 12, Allenby, 

card, » Robt, Leeds, Fishmonger. Pet Feb 5, Leeds, Feb 22 at 12, 

Hacking, Edwd, Bolton, Lancaster, out of business. Pet Feb 6, Bolton, 
Feb 21 at 10, Glover. & Ramwell, Bolton. 

Hallas, Chas Lockwood, Kirkburton, York, Tanner. Pet Feb 6, 
Leeds, Feb 22 atll. Floyd & Learo; d, Huddersfield. 

Hadcock, Wm, Bath, Photographer. Pet Feb 3. Bath, Feb 20 at 11. 
Bartrum, Bath. 

Hinks, John, Cosford, nr Rugby, Warwick, Farmer. Pet Feb 8. 
Birm, Feb 26 at 12. “Chamberlain, Leicester. 

Holroyd, Alfred Edwad, Dewsbury, York, Grocer. Pet Feb 6. Dews- 
bury, Feb 23at 3. Marratt, Dewsbury. 

ieee Jas, & John Wright, Burley, Leeds, Stone Merchants. Pet 

Feb 7. . Feb 22 at 12. Harle, Leeds. 

Jones, David, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Ship Owner. Pet Jan 26. Bristol, 
Feb 21 at 11. Davies, Haverfordwest. 

Jones, Wm Jas, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, Contractor. Pet Feb 
5. Neweastle- upon-Tyne, Feb 22 at 11.30. Harle & Co, Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne. 

Kellett, John, Wolsingham, Durham, Builder. Pet Feb6. Wolsing- 
ham, Feb 24 at 10. Hutchinson, Stanhope. 

Lewis, Chas, jun, Exeter, Cellarman. Per 1 Feb 6. Exeter, Feb 2¢ at 
Il. Willesford, Exeter. 

Luxton, Wm, Plymouth, Devon, Furniture Dealer. Pet Jan 30 (for 
pau). Exeter, Feb 20at1l. Floud, Exeter. 

MacOnubrey, John, Fairfield, nr Liverpool, Barrister-at-Law. Pet Feb 
6. Lpool, Feb 26 atl. Stone & Bartley, Lpool. 

Mead, Thos, Wingrave, Buckingham, General Dealer, Pet Feb 7. 
Aylesbury, Feb 24.at 12. Shepherd, Luton. 

Moore, Geo, Eynesbury, Huntingdon, Shoemaker, 

Neots, Feb 22 at 2. Hooper, Biggles 


Pet Feb 5. St 


wale. 
Moorse, Geo, Yeovil, Somerset, Tailor, Pet Feb 6, Yeovil, Feb 23 at | 


12. Watts, Yeovil. 

Newton, Edwd, Blackpool, arena Smallware Dealer. 
Liverpool, Feb 26 at 11. Hulton & Bellringer, Lpool. 
Pearson, John, Woodside, Dudley, Worcester, Innkeeper. 

Dudley, Feb 22 at 12. Collis, Stourbridge. 


Pet Feb 6, 
Pet Feb 6. 


Price, Wm, Eli Stramore,& Edwd Winwood, Tipton, Stafford, Butty | Gibby, Thos, Tenby, Pembroke, Innkeeper 


Miner, Pet Feb 7. Dudley, March 1 at i0. Stokes. 

Ratcliff, Thos, Barton-under-Needwood, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. 
Pet Feb 6. Burton-on-Trent, Feb 21 at ll. Wilson, Lichfield. 

Robson, Saml, South Shields, Builder. Pet Jan 29. South Shields, 
Feb 2i at 11. Brignal, Durham 

Rogers, Hy Jas, Prisoner a Debt, Exeter. Pet Jan24s. Exeter, Feb 
20 ai 12. Friend, Exete 

Shawcross, Peter, Stanch, Pork Butcher. Pet Feb7. Manch, Feb 26 
at 9.30. Leigh, Man 

Smales, Edwd John, Ceiisiie. Corn and Flour Dealer. Pet Feb 6. 
Leicester, Feb 21 at 10. Harvey, Leicester, 


Spring, Wm Wright, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Pianotorte Dealer. Pet 
Feb7. Leeds, Feb 21 at 12. Grange, Gt Grimsby. 





Hughes, Edwd, Onslow-st, Farringdon-rd, Glass Cutter, P 

Feb 27 at 11. Marshall, Lincoln imorfielaa. et Feb. 

Large, Hughes, Blakheath-rd, Greenwich, Builder. Pet Feb8. Feb 
26 at 12. Smith, Southampton-st, Strand. 

Low, Hy, Harman-st, Hoxton, out of employment. Pet Feb 9. Feb 
26 at 1. Forbes, Bedford-row. 

Marshall, Hy, Blandford, Dorset, Builder. Pet Feb 10. Feb 28 at 1] 
Jones, New-inn, Strand. * 

Maye, Chas Pottinger, Little James-st, Gray’s-inn-rd, Schoolmaster, 
Pet Feb 10. Feb 27at1. Marshall, ‘Lincoln’s-inn- field ids. 

Parsons, John, & Wm Parsons, Anderson-st, King’s-rd, Che 
Plumbers. Pet Feb 13. Feb 28 at1!2. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry. 
chambers. 

Quilter, Chas Patrick, Stanstead-lane, Forest-hill, Commercial Tra. 
veller. Pet Feb 10. Feb 28 atl. Howell, Cheapside. 

Sharp, Wm, Overy-st, Dartford, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Feb 9, 


Fe 
%Watl. Wild& Barber, Ironmonger-lane, Cheapside. ' 
8 at 2. Miles, Coleman-st. 
Sunutek John, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet Feb9. Feb 28 at 
To Surrender in the Country, 
Barlow, Wm, Manch, Provision Dealer. Pet Feb 9. Manch, Feb 26 at 
Barnes, Isaac, sen, Brigham, Cumberland, Labourer. 
Cockermouth, Feb 26 at 3. Ramsay, Cockermouth. 
Pet Feb 9. Lpool, Feb 26 at 11, 
Collin & Priest, Lpool. 
Booth, Jas, Bradford, York, Overlooker. Pet Feb 6. Bradford, Feb 
Clement, Edwyn, Warton, Lancaster, Grocer. Pet Feb 9. Lancaster, 
Feb 23 at 1. Fearenside, Burton-in-Kendal. 
Pet Feb 9, Wellingborough, March 7 at 11. Cook, Welling. 
borough. 
Pet Feb 10. Exeter, Feb 
24atll. Floud, Exeter. 
Edmundson, Wm, Penruddock, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Pet Feb8, 


a. Geo, Ripon-rd, Plumstead, out of business. Pet Feb 6. Feb 

ll. Beard, Basinghall-st. 

9.30. Heywood, Manch. 

Pet Feb 10, 

Bell, Joseph, pont. Spee. 

27 at 10. Terry & Watson, Bradford. 
Cradock, John, Wellingborough, Northampton, Licensed Victualler, 
Cook, Mark Rendell, Exeter, Basket Maker. 

Penrith, Feb 26 at 10. James, Penrith. 


Edwards, Mary Ann, Bridlington Quay, York, Schoolmistress. Pet 


| s. 
| Facey, Robt Rendeil, Plymouth, out of business. 





Steele, John, Hereford, L.bourer. Pet Feb 5, Hereford, Feb 22 at 10. | 


Garrold, refo 

Stretton, Wm, Birm, Coal Dealer. Pet Feb 6. 
Allen, Birm. 

Taylor, John, sen, Birm, Builder. Pet Feb 6. 
Allen. Birm. 

ey: Wie. Seen, Bristol, Carpenter. Pet Feb 6. Bristol, March 2 
at 1 

Walmsley, Thos, Manch, Grocer. Pet Feb 5. Manch, Feb 26 at 9.30. 
Smith & Boyer, Manch. 

Wattridge, John, Southampton, Schoolmaster. South- 
arapton, Feb 2% at 12. Mackey, Southampton. 

Watkinson, Geo, Heeley Common, Sheffield, Fork Caster. Pet Feb 3, 

Pet Feb 7. 


Birm, March 9 at 10. 


Pet Feb 6, 


Sheffield, Feb 22 at 1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
Webb, Harriett, Openshaw, nr Manch, Provision Dealer. 
Manch, Feb 26 at 9.30. Farrington, Manch. 

Wetherill, Wm, Burnt Gates, nr Ripley, York, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Feb 1. Knaresbrongh, Feb 21 at 10. Harle, 

Williams, Wm, Manch, Provision Dealer, 
at 930. Eltoft, Mauch. 


Pet 


ham, Feb 22 at 12. Taylor, Oldham. 

Wrapson, Susanna, Havant, Hants, Milliner. Pet Feb 6. Portsmouth, 
Feb atil. White, Portsea. 

Tcespay, Feb. 13, 1866. 
To Sarrender in London. 

Aitken, Donglas ee Park-st. Grosvenor-sq, Lodging-house 
Keeper. Pet Feb 4. Feb 26 at 12. Fallows & 
chambers, has ent-#t. 

tragg, Robt, C prnmont-2. Pentonville, Furniture Warehonseman. 
Pet Dec 22. bwatil. Aburst & Co, Old Jewry. 


Brown, Wm, Vinewot House, Paradise-row, Stoke Newington, Corn | 


Dealer. Pet Feb6. Yeb 26 at il. 
Boxton, Wm, Jaraaica Level, Bermondsey, Licensed 
Feb9. Feb %6 at 12. Linklater & Co, Walbrook. 
Coles, John Merrett, Castie-st, Leicester-sq, Journeyman Carpenter. 
Pet Feb. Feb 27 at 12. Peverley, Coleman-st. 

Davidson, John Ranken, Gloucester-st, Pimlico, Railway Contractor. 
wine t Feb. Veb 26 at 12. Jerwood, Ely-pl, Holborn, 

er, Win, Vigin-rd, Maida-vale, Tailor. Pet Feb 7. Feb 27 at 11, 

” ie, Keanfort-buildings, Strand 

Gitnon, John, Whitton, nr Hounslow, Compositor. Pet Feb 9, Feb 
Hatt. Heydon, Vid Jewry. 

Gilbert, Jone hi, Upper Ground-st, Blackfriars, Engineer. Pet eb 4, 
¥eb & at 1%, eet Gt & Helen’s, 

Green, Jolin, Aylatar z, Backinghamw, Grocer, Pet Feb. Feb 27 at 
iS caries he . 4, Spinster, Pet Feb 7. Feb 

Hedger, leabella, . for ‘et Feb 7, Feb 26 at ll. 
Wood & Ring, Pasinghall-st, 


Halse & Co, Cheapside. 
Victualler. 


Birm, March 9 at 10. | 


| Jeffcock, Wm, Sheffield, File Manufacturer. 


ds, 
Pet Feb 2. Manch, Feb 26 | 
Winterbottom, Adam, Oldham, Lancaster, Pablican. Pet Feb 3, Old- | Lomax, John, Manch, Common Brewer, 


} Meer. John, Manch, Tin. -plate Worker. 


' wide 
| _ ter, ¢ 
Mowbray, !'redk Wm, Leicester, Engineer. 


Sons, Charlton- | 
| Peake, Johu, Tunstall, Stafford, Joiner. 


Pet | 
| Roberts, Luke, 


Feb 9. Kingston-upon-Hull, March 7 at 12. Bond & Barwick, 
Pet Jan 30. East 
Stonehouse, Feb 26 at 11. Floud, Exeter. 

Pet Feb 9. Pembroke, 
March 3 at 10. Lascelles, Narberth. 


Hallam, Thos, Birm, out of business. Birm, Feb 26 at 12. 
East, Birm. 


Harding, Thos Howland, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Tailor. Pet 
Feb.8. Warwick, March 3 at 11. Overell, Leamington Priors. 


Pet Feb 9. 


Harland, Wm, Wiiton-park, Durham, Stationery Engineman. Pet 
Feb8. Bishop Auckland, Feb 28 at 10. Brignal, Durham. 

Heard, Geo, Bideford, Devon, Merchant. Pet Feb 8. Exeter, Feb 2 
at 12. Clarke, Exeter. 

Hinton, John, Birm, Iron Spoon Forger. Pet Feb 10. Birm, Mareh 9 
at 10. East, Birm. 

Howarth, Jas, Bolton, Lancaster, Baker. Pet Feb 8. Bolton, Feb % 
at 10. Richardson & Brandwood, Bolton, 

Hutchinson, kichd, Crewe, Chester, Slater. Pet Feb 8. Nantwich, 
Feb 22 at 1). Salt, Tunstall. 

Jackson, Wm, Sandbach, Chester, Grocer. Pet Feb 6. Congleton, 
Feb 24 at 3. Salt, Tunstall. 

James, Wm, Manch, Grocer. Pet Feb 2. Manch, Feb 26 at 12, Sutton 

& Elliott, Manch. 

Pet Feb 9. Sheffield, 


March 3 at 12. Micklethwaite, Sheffield. 

Jervis. Wm, Cemmes, Montgomery, Labourer. Pet Feb 8, Machynlleth, 
Feb 24at 10. Thomas, Aberystwith. 

Jones, John, Clun, Salop, Blacksmith. Pet Jan 5. Bishops Castle, 
March 2 at 12. Weyman, Ludlow. 

Kendal!, Edwin Crossley, Leicester, Leather Seller. Pet Feb 12. Not 
tingkam, Feb 27 at 11. Harvey, Leicester. 

Kibby, Thos, Birm, out of business. Pet Feb 7. Birm, March 9 at 10, 


Allen, Birm. c 
Lodwig, John, Liandover: Pet Febs. Bristol 
Feb 25 at 11, Clifton, 
Pet Feb 8. Manch, Feb% 
Pet Feb 8. Manch, Feb % 


, Carmarthen, Farmer. 
Bristol. 


at ll, Farrington, Manch. 


9.30, Sale & Co, Manch. 
, John, Blackburn, Lancaster, Grocer. 
‘eh 23 at 1. Holden, Lancaster. 


Pet Jan 29. Lancas- 

Pet Feb 12. Nottingham, 
Feb 27 at 11. Spooner, Leicester. 

Parsons, Chas Burrows, Prisoner for Debt, Exeter. Pet Feb7. Exe 


ter, Feb 23 at 12. Clarke, Exeter, 
¢ Pet Fob 12, Hanley, March 
10at12, Salt, Tunstall. 


Pert, David, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich Castle, Adj Jan 17, Aylsham, 
Feb 23 at 10.20. Emerson, Norwich. 
Pet Feb 5, Reading, 


Raine, Hy, Reading, Verks, out of business. 
Milnesbridge nr Huddersfield, York, Slubber, Pet 


Feb 24 at 11. Pain, Rending. 
Jan 30, Huddersfield, March 8 at 10. Dranefleld, Huddersfield. 


| Race, David, Royston, nr Barnsley, York, Shopkeeper. Pet Fob 6» 


| Schofield, Chas, Hudderwfield, 


tarneley, Fob 23 at 2. Rogers, Barnele 
é York, Solan, Pet Feb 2. Hudders- 
field, Mave}: $at 10. Dransfleld, Mudderefield, 
Slater, Richa, a eh Lancaster, Kishmonger. Pet Feb 2, Manch, 
Feb 26at1), Lei h, Manch. 10. 
Tuomas, Wm, Merthyr Tydfil, Glarnorgan, Shoemaker. Pet Feb 1. 
Merthyr Tydfil, Feb. 27 at ll, Simons, Merthyr Tydfil, — \n 
Turtlo, Chas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Newavendor, Adj Dec 
Swansea, March 6 at 2. 
Watkins, Riehd Thos, Worcester, Carpenter. Pet Feb 9. Worcester, 
Feb 26 at 1!. Corbet, Kidderminster, 
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Whitaker, Jas, Birkenhead, Chester, Lamplighter. Pet Feb6. Birken- 


head, Feb 23 at 12, Moore, Birkenhead. : 
Villiams, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Cardiff. Adj Feb 10. Cardiff, March 


ll. 
wilimot, Thos, Eastbourne, Sussex, Builder. Pet Feb1. Lewes, Feb 
gati®. H 


illman, Lewes. ‘ 
Wythe, Wm, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Lodging-house Keeper. Pet Jan 31 
(for pau). Lewes. Feb 22 at 10. Hillman, Lewes. 
Wignell. Richd, Gt Easten, Leicester, Butcher. Pet Feb 10. Upping- 
ham, Feb 27 at il. Pateman, Uppingham. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Feb, 9, 1866. 
Bliott, Wm, Surrey Coal Wharf, Wandsworth, Coal Merchant. 
Pope, Wm, Bristol, Baker. 
Rowland, Wm Hy, Cambridge-pl, Paddington, Plumber. 


” 








RESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
37, OLD JEWRY, LONDON, E.C. 
SOLICITORS are invited to introduce, on behalf of their clients, Pro- 
3 for Loans on Freehold or Leasehold Property, Reversions, Life 
terests, or other adequate securities. 
Proposals may be made in the first instance according to the following 
- -ProposaL ror Loan ON MoRTGAGES. 


Date....++ 

Introduced by (state name-and address of solicitor) 

Amount required £ 

Time and mode, of repayment (i. e., whether for a term certain, or by 
annual or other payments) 

Security (stale shortly the particulars of security, and, if land or build- 
ings, state the net annual income) 

State what Life Policy (if any) is proposed to be effected with the 
Gresbam Office in connexion with the security. 
By order of the Board, 
F. ALLAN CURTIS, Actuary and Secretary. 
LAW PRINTING. 
ATES AND ALEXANDER, 
Law AND Pustic ComMPANIES PRINTERS, 
7, 8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C., 

Invite the attention of the Legal Profession to the superior advantages 
their Office affords for the execution of every description of Printing, 
They invite orders for— 

PARLIAMENTARY BILLS, APPEALS, BILLS OF COMPLAINT, ANSWERS 

And all Legal Documents. 
MEMORANDUMS AND ARTICLES OF: ASSOCIATION. 

PROSPECTUSES, and all work in connection with Public Companies, 
Particulars and Conditions of Sale, Aucti s’ Catalogues, Posters, &c, 


BILLS OF COMPLAINT AND ANSWERS, 
FOR CASH, 

PER 4s, 6d, PAGE, 

A Lower Charge than has hitherto been offered by the Trade. 
Price put To Account, 

10 Copies. 20 Copies. 30 Copies. 

POGLS.........£2 28, OS. £2 38. Gd. £2 4s. Gd. 

YATES & ALEXANDER, 
Law, PARLIAMENTARY, AND GENERAL PRINTERS, 
7,8, 9, Church Passage, Chancery Lane, E.C, 


T° SOLICITORS, &c., requiring DEED BOXES, 
will find the best-made article lower than any other house. Lists 
ofPrices and sizes may be had gratis cr sent post tree. 
RICHARD & JOHN SLACK, 336, Strand, opposite Somerset House, 
Estrblished nearly 50 years. Orders ebove £2 sent carriage free, 


LACK'S SILVER ELECTRO PLATE is a coat- 
ing of pure Silver over Nickel. A combination of two metals pos- 
essing such valuable properties renders it in appearance and wear equal 
to Sterling Silver, Fiddle Pattern. Thread, King's. 
‘. £8 a4 £8, £ a £ 
Tubie Forks, perdoz...e.. 110 Oandl 18 
TIO ...escseeeee 1 0 Oandl 10 
Spoons ........e066 110 Oandl 18 
Dessert ditto ....seeeeeee 1 0 Oandt 10 ! 
Tea Spoons ....eeeeeeeeee O12 Oando 18 1 3 6 
ivery Article for the Table asin Silver. A Sample Tea Spoon for- 
warded on receint of 20 stamps. 


JLACK’S FENDER AND FIRE-IRON WARE- 
: HOUSE is the MOST ECONOMICAL, consistent with good quality :— 
Deeenders, $8.6d.; Bronzed ditto, 8s. Gd., with standards; superior 
i wing-room ditto, 14s. Gd. to 50s.; Fire Irons, 2s, 6d. to 20s. Paent 

sh Covers, with handles to take off, 18s, setof six. Table Knives and 
és 8, 8s. per dozen. Roasting Jacks, complete, 7s. 6d. Tea-trays, 
bd Setofthree; elegant Papier Maché ditto, 25s. the set. Teapots, 
as png knob, 58, Gd.; Coal Scuttles, 2s, Gd, A set of Kitchon Uten- 
Worvty ceases £3. Slack’s Cutlory has beon celebrated for 50 years, 
ane Knives, 14s,, 168., and 188. per dozen, White Bone Knives 
pe ne 9d. and 12s,; Black Horn ditto, 8s, and 103, All war- 

As the limits of an advertisement will not allow of a detailed list, pur- 
Dtlees are requested to send for their Catalogue, with 350 drawings, and 
ps ‘is Electro-Plate, Warranted Table Cutlery, Furnishing Tronmon- 

y,&c. May bo had gratis or post free, Every article marked In plain 
‘kures at the same low prices for which their establishinent has n 
= for nearly 50 years, Orders above £2 delivered carriage fre 


RICHARD & JOIIN SLACK, 386, STRAND, LONDON, 
Opposite Somerac? House, 





50 Copies. 
£2 63. 6d. 











PROSPECTUS OF THE AMERICAN LAW REGISTER. 
\VHE AMERICAN LAW REGISTER, a Monthly 
Journal of the Law and the Lawyers in the United States, is now 
in the fifth year of the new and improved series, and has attained a 
popularity and a circulation never before equalied by an American pro- 
fessional magazine. ~ 

Each number of the Law Register contains, in general, one or more 
short Essays on Legal Topics, of direct and immedate interest ; a Collec- 
tion of recent American Cases in the Federa] and State Courts in full; 
recent English Cases; Notes or Abstracts of Cases containing new points ; 
and miscellaneous legal information. The most important decisions are 
csrefully annotated each month, with notes and references to the English 
and American authorities. 

The Publishers cofidently announce that their arrangements with 
Judges, Reporters, ani eminent professional gentlemen in all parts of the 
Union, are such as to afford a guarantee that all the most important 
decisions of the Supreme Courts of the several States, as well as the 
Federal Courts, are obtained and published soon after they are read, and 
long before they can be elsewhere reported. These opinions are pub- 
! lished in full (except in special instances, where the fact of condensation 
| is always carefully noted), and every precaution taken to make them as 
accurate and reliable as the regular reports. In this connection the Pub- 
lishers call attention to the fact that the past volumes of the Law Register 
are cited as authority by all the Courts of the country. 

The Terms of the American Law Register are four dollars per annum, 
and complete sets can be furnished atany time. Price, bound in fu'l law 
sheep, five dollars per volume. 

Ail communications should be addressed to the Publishers. 

D. B. Canrietp & Co., No. 431, Walnut-street, Philadelphia, U.S.A. 





Just published, Second Edition, price 10s. 6d., 
ANDBOOK of the PRACTICE of ELECTION 
COMMITTEES: with an Appendix of Statutes, Forms, and 
Precedents. Second Edition, with the recent Statutes and the leading 
Election Cases to the present time. By P. BURROWES SHARKEY, 
Solicitor and Parliamentary Agent. 
** Really a very useful and carefully prepared Manual.”—Globe. 
** An unpretentious, useful, and thoroughly practical little volume.”— 
Standard. 
‘* A cheap and compendious Handbook, which will be found useful at 
the present crisis.”—Morning Advertiser. 
“ A good Book at the right time.” —Morning Post. 
“ A convenient and trustworthy compendium of the practice of Elec- 
tion Committees.”—Solicitors’ Journal. 
London: Burreswortu. Dublin: Hopoes, Suita, & Co. 
ROUSE’S COPYHOLD MANUAL, Third Edition. 
Just published, 12mo, 10s. 6d. cloth. 
HE COPYHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT 
MANUAL, giving the Law, Practice, and Forms in Enfranchise- 
ments at Common Law, and under Stature, and in Commutations ; 
with the Values of Enfranchisements from the Lord's various Rights ; 
the Principles of Calculation being clearly explained, and made practical 
by numerous Rules, Tables, and Examples, Also al! the Copyhold Acts, 
and several other Statutes and Notes. Third Edition. By ROLLA 
ROUSE, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law, Author of “ The 
Practical Conveyancer,” &c. 
London: Burrsswoatas, 7, Fleet-street, Her Majesty’s Law Publishers. 


This day is published, in royal 12mo, price £1 1ls. 64., cloth, 
QSCOE’S DIGEST OF THE LAW OF EVI- 
DENCE on the Trial of Actions at Nisi Prius. Eleventh Edition. 
By WILLIAM MILLS, M.A., and WILLIAM MARKBY, M.A., both of 
the Inner Tempie, Barristers-at-Law. 
London: Stevens & Sons; H. Sweer; and W. Maxwett. 
Now ready, in 1 vol., price 5s.. 

TREATISE ON THE LOCUS SIANDI of 
PETITIONERS against PRIVATE BILLS in PARLIAMENT. 
By JAMES MELLOR SMETHURST, Esq., of Trinity College, Cam- 

bridge, M.A., and of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 

Srevens & Harness, 11, Bell-yard, Lincoln’s-inn, Law Publishers. 














Just published, in 1 vel. Svo, price £1 11s. 6d., cloth. 
BROOMS (DR. HERBERT) CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. 
ONSTITUTIONAL LAW, viewed in Relation to 
Common Law, and exemptified by Cases. By HERBERT BROOM, 
LL.D., Barrister-at-Law, Reader in Common Law to the Inns of Court, 
Author of “A Selection of Legal Maxims,” “ Commentaries on the 
Common-Law,” &e. 
Wa. Maxwatt, 32, Bell-yard, Linco!n’s-ina, 
Just published, Second Edition, price 3s., 
TIVHE LAW OF TRADE MARKS, with some 
account of its History and Developement in the Decisions of the 
Courts of Law and Equity. By EDWARD LLOYD, Esq., of Lincotn’s- 
inn, Barrister-at-Law, London, 

**Tam Mdebdted to the very valuable little publication of Mr, Lioyd, 
who has collected ali the authorities on this subject.”—V. C, Wooo, in 
McAndrew ¥. Bassett, March 4, 

London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln'’s-inn, W.C. 


Tu one volume, crown Svo, price 3s. 
A TREATISE ON THE ENGLISH LAW OF 
DOMICIL. Ded d, by permissi to Vice-Chancellor Sir 
Richard Torin Kindersley. By OLIVER STEPHEN ROUND, Esq., of 
Lincoln's-inn, Barrister-at- Law. 
London: 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


QOLETORS BOOK-KEEPING (Three Methods), 
kK) by @. 0, KAIN, ESS 

Kain’s Triple Column System, Tth Edition, &s. 

Kain's Single and Double Column Systems (ia one volume), First issue, 
7s. Gd. (Hust published), 

Kain's Rental System (bound up with each of the above). 
Katy, Sparrow, Were, & Co., 69, Chancermlane, W.C.; Wareatow & 














Sons, London-wall, and through all Booksellers, 








. 
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AW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY, 
AT THE LAW INSTITUTION, CHANCERY-LANE. 
This Society will Meet on Tuesday next, the 20th inst., for the Dis- 
cussion of a Legal Question. 
5, Berners-street, W. THOMAS WIDDOWS, Secretary. 
ELICAN LIFE INSURANCE OFFICE, 
(ESTABLISHED IN 1797,) ‘ 
No, 70, Lombard-street, E.C., and 57, Charing-cross, S.W. 
DIRECTORS, 
Henry Lancelot Holland, Esq. 
William James Lancaster, Esq. 
Sir John Lubbock, Bart., F.R.S. 
Benjamin Shaw, Esq. 





Octavius E. Coope, Esq. 
William Cotton, Esq., D.C.L.,F.R.S. 
Thomas Henry Farquhar, Esq. 
Jas. A. Gordon, Esq., M.D., F.R.S. 
Edward Hawkins, jun., Esq. Matthew Whiting, Esq. 
Kirkman D. Hodgson, Esq., M.P. Marmaduke Wyvill,jun., Esq. 
ROBERT TUCKER, Secretary and Actuary. 
Nortice.—The next Distribution of Profit will be made at the end of 
1868. All Policies now effected on the “ return system ” will participate. 
The last Bonus varied from 28 to 60 per cent. on the premiums paid. 
Loars in connection with Life Assurance upon approved security, in 
sums of not less than £500, 
For prospectuses and forms of proposal apply to the Secretary, or to 
any of the Company’s Agents. 


LOANS ON DEBENTURES. 
ens CROSSLEY AND SONS, LIMITED, 
HALIFAX. 


Capital Subscribed...........0:00000 seeve £1 650,000 
D0. Paid UP ..ccccosecccceee soe £1,092,390 
Do. Reserve Fund ...........0+ eoceoesece 
The Directors of the above Company are prepared to RECEIVE 
LOANS on Debentures for any period not less than one, or more than 
five years, to bear interest at five per cent. per annum. The interest on 
sums from £10 to £100 will be paid yearly, say on the 5th July; the 
interest on sums exceeding £100 will be paid half-yearly, say on the 5th 
of January and on the 5th of July. 
Loans for periods of longer or shorter dates than the above will be sub- 
ject to special arrangement. 
Apply personally, or by letter, to Mr. BENJAMIN MUSGRAVE, Dean 
Clough Mills, Halifax. 


O SOLICITORS.—OFFICE FOR PATENTS, 
1, SERLE-STREET, LINCOLN’S-INN, W.C. 
Messrs. Davies & Hunt procure British and Foreign Patents, &c., at 
most moderate charges, and to solicit rs at agency rates. 
Solicitors and intending Patentees should obtain their “ Handbook 
or Inventors,’’ gratis on application or by letter. 











Wang ne ree CLAIMS. —MESSRS. PAIN 
& CLARK, Architects and Surveyors, devote special attention in 
preparing and adjusting Claims for Compensation upon railways or other 
companies. 
Builders’ disputed accounts carefully examined, adjusted and settled.— 
Offices—12, Buckingham-street, Strand. 


ROCESS SERVER.—H. PARTON, 58, George’s- 
road, Holloway. References to some of the first houses in Lon- 
Instructions by letter will receive prompt attention. 


HE COMPANIES ACT, 1862.—Every requisite 

under the above Act supplied on the shortest notice. The Books 

and Forms kept in stock for immediate use. Articles of Association 

speedily printed in the proper form for registration and distribution. 

Share Certificates engraved and printed. Official Seals designed and 
executed. No charge for sketches. 

Asa & Fut, Stationers, Printers, Engravers, &c., 49, Fleet-street, 

London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn), 








don, 








NK ERASING FLUID.—This valuable prepara- 
tion should be in every office. It is used by applying a small 
quantity with the tip of the finger, or a camel hair pencil. The ink is 
completely removed, and the surface of the paper left quite smooth. 
Price, in bottles, 1s., 2s., 3s. 6d., and 5s.—Sample bottle post free, on 
receipt of 16, 28, 44, or 68 postage stamps. Liberal allowance to the 


trade. 
GEO. WILSON, 78, Borough-road, S.E. 








** London Gazette” (published by authority) and London and Country 
Advertisement Office, No, 119, Chancery-lane, Fleet street. 


Fett GREEN (many years with the late George 

Reynell), Advertisement Agent, begs to direct the attention of 
the Legal Profession to the advantages of his long experience of upwards 
of twenty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, &c,, and 
hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement 
only required, and the strictest care and promptitude assured. 





Price 6d., per post 7d., 


( RDNANCE SURVEY.—STANFORD'S CATA - 

JAGUE of the Maps, Plans, and other Publications of the Ord 
nance Survey of Great Britain and Ireland, published under the super n 
dence of COLONEL SIR HENRY JAMES, B.E., F.R.S., and sold by 
EDWARD SramrorD, 6, Charing-cross, London, 8.W. Agent by Appoint- 
ment. 


Corrected to 1865, 
TAMP DUTIES DIGEST. — Sixth Edition. — 


Messrs. Vacher & Sons beg to announce that the New and En- 
larged Edition of the DIGEST OF STAMP DUTIES, with classified Sum- 
mary of Judicial Decisions, is now published, i fudi ge the A ded 
Duties of the jast Session of Parliament. Price 7s. 

Loudon: 29, i’arliament-street, S.W. 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Feb. 17, 1866. 


Landed Estates Conrt, Ireland.—Sale on Tuesday, the 8th day of May, 


1866, at 12 o'clock at noon, of valuable Chief Rents, pay 
perty in Westland-row and Great Brunswick-street, in the 
Dublin.—In the matter of the Estate of James Nicholas Rat 


and petitioner. 
1° BE SOLD by the Honourable JUDGE Long. 
FIELD, LL.D., at HIS COURT, Four-courts, Inns’-quay, in the 
city of Dublin, in Twelve Lots, on TUESDAY, the 8th day of MAY, 1866, 
at the hour of TWELVE o'clock at Noon, the following valuable CHIEF 
RENTS, payable out of Houses and Premises situate in Westland-roy 
and Great Brunswick-street, in the city of Dublin, held partly under 
fee-farm grant, and partly under leases for long terms of years, 


able out of pro. 


city of 


igan, Owner 














SumMaRY. 
_ Tenants’ Names. Denominations. = 
1 | James Pim, Esq,, junior, Sec- £ sa 
retary of Dublin and Kine a -ypeelincaaneveg . 
town Railway Company ... TOW ecsccssccceseceee | 140 0 0 
s Representatives of Charles 
Burton Newenhan ............ 49, Westland-row... | 60° 0 9 
3 | Representatives of Matthias 
Joseph O'Kelly, Esq. ......... | 50, Westland-row... | 45 0 9 
4 | Same .nrcrcrscrrece ecessceeccesoooees 51, Westland-row ... | 10 0 9 
Ground in Great 
5 | James Pim, Esq., junior, Sec- Brunswick-street, 
retary of Dublin and Kings- on which carriage 
town Railway Company ... entry to railway 
a : era 80 06 
: o. 5, Westland-row, 
6 | Re eee of Edward known as “Gil. 
eeeeee FORT eee eee ree eee eee bert’s Hotel” Jeund 158 9 3 
7 | Representatives of eens 163, Great Bruns- 
Kelly, Esq., deceased ...... wick-street ......... | 1317 0 
8 | Representatives of Robert 
ith, d sessesesseceeee | NO. 1, Westland-row | 30 0 0 
9 | Representatives of Harriett 
and Anne Thompson ......... No. 2, Westland-row | 20 0 0 
10 | Representatives of late Robert 
Smyth, deceased ............... No, 3, Westland-row | 2210 > 
1l_ | Representatives of same......... No. 4, Westland-row | 2210 0 
12 Representatives of Alexander 
ea NE eR aE No.44,Westlanderow | 17 10 > 











From lot No. 1 to lot No.5, both inclusive, are all held under one leas 
for lives renewable for ever, which has been converted into a fee-farm 
grant under the Renewable Leasehold Conversion Act, subject to the 
yearly fee-farm rent of £60 per annum ; and lot No. 1 (which is let a 
£200 per annum on lease) will be sold primarily liable to the payment of 
said rent in full indemnification of all the said other lots liable thereto, 

From lot No. 6 to lot No. 11, both inclusive, all are held under one less, 
dated the Ist July, 1824, for 999 years, subject to the yearly rent of 
£41 10s, 9d. ; and lot No. 6 (which is let on lease at £200 a-year) will be 
sold primarily liable to the payment of said rent of £41 10s, 9d. ; and also to 
the payment of an annuity of £50 a-year, payable to Mr. Edward Ratigan 
for his life, after the death of Mrs. Mary Anne Lee, who is still living. 
Mr. Ratigan is about 50 years of age, and Mrs, Lee is upwards of 70 years 


of age. 


And said 


lot No. 6 will be bound to indemnify all the several 


other lots liable to the payment of said head rent and said annuity of £5 
Portion of lot No. 12 is held under two leases, one dated 2th 
March, 1844, for a term of 999 years, and the other bearing date the lst 
am” 1853, for a term of 990 years, subject to the yearly rent of 

27 10s. 

Private offers for all or any of said lots will be received by the Solizitors 
having the carriage of said sale up to the 4th day of April, 1866, and by 
them submitted to the Court for;approval. 


Dated 19th day of December, 1865. 
HORAN & BOURKE, Solicitors, having carriage of sale, 47, York- 


a-year. 


premises. 


street, Dublin. 





DESCRIPTIVE PARTICULARS. 

All the tenants hold said several lots under leases for long terms, for 
many of which large fines were given; and a sum of about £20,000 has 
been expended upon said lots in building valuable dwelling-houses and 


From lot | to lot 5 res 


J. E. MADDEN, for Chief Clerk. 


pectively are all now vested in the 


Dublin and Kingstown and Dublin, Wicklow, and Wexford Railway Com- 
panies, and upon a great portion of which the railway and offices of sald 
companies are constructed, hese companies have always paid ther 
rents to the present owners regularly, immediately as they become due. 


And the rents of all the remaining lots have been paid to 
equal punctuality, so that the rents of this estate may be 


equal to income derived from the Government Funds. 


For furiher particuiars, rentals, and conditions of sale, 
Office of the Landed Estates Court ; or to the owner, J 


mal re Esq., 17, Coliege green, Dublin; or to 


ORAN & 


e owner with 
ly at the 
AMES NC 


BOURKE, Solicitors, having the carriage of sale, No. 47, 
York- street, Dublin, 


CHOLAS 





i 


form new connections. Vendor and purchaser are 


ESSKS. HOOPER & SON'S extensive connet- 


tion with the Profession affords them the opportunity to intr 
duce Gentlemen seeking PARTNERSHIPS to Solicitors who, 
nerease of business, retirement of partners, or otherwise, are 


ike invited t 
Oe ee hab 


register their requirements, for which no charge is made.—45, 


street. 


ara 





OOPER & SON, 45, Feet-street.—Stam 


free of charge, the Parcliment having been supplied " 
Negotiate Partnerships—Introduce Clerks—Attend to every ‘ 
of Agency business which does not require professional aid.—Hoors# 

Son, 45, Fleet-street, 


Yeon 
desi 


—- 





SOLICITORS and FIRMS seeking PARTNERS 


their requirements, H, & 


are respectfully requested by Messrs. Hooper & 
if 8. have clients prepared to 


varying trom £500 to £12,000,—45, Fleet-street. 


Son to 
invest suas 





i 


D 


Ha 


po BD 


oQ 


a) 
ym 


licitors 
and by 
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NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF 
ENGLAND 


(ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1884) 


OPENED 


FOR 
THE TRANSACTION OF BANKING BUSINESS IN LONDON, 
ON THE 10trx JANUARY, 1866, 
AT THE HEAD OFFICE, BISHOPSGATE STREET, 
Corner of Threadneedle Street, 
And at the St. James’s Branch, 14, Waterloo Place, Pall Mall. 














SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL ; ; ‘ ; é : : . . £2,100,000 0 0 
PAID UP CAPITAL . ‘ . . : ‘ ° : : ‘ 1,080,000 0 0 
RESERVED FUND . ; ‘ : . ‘ ° 225,452 6 2 


NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS ‘ . . ‘ ° 1,704 





THE NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND 


Having numerous branches in England and Wales, as well as agents and correspondents at home and abroad, affords great 
facilities to parties transacting banking business with it in London. 

Customers keeping accounts with the Bank in town may have moneys paid to their credit at its various Branches, and 
remitted free of charge. 

CURRENT ACCOUNTS are conducted at the Head Office and St. James’s Branch on the usual terms of London 


Banks, 

DEPOSITS at INTEREST are received of sums of £10 and upwards, for which receipts are granted, called 
Deposit Receipts, and Interest is allowed from time to time, according to the value of money, as advertised by the 
Bank in the Newspapers. 

The AGENCY of COUNTRY and FOREIGN BANKS, whether joint-stock or private, is undertaken. 

Acasa and SALES are effected in all British and Foreign Stocks; and Dividends, Annuities, &c., received for 

‘omers. ‘ 

CIRCULAR NOTES for the use of Travellers on the Continent will be issued as soon as arrangements can be made. 

The OFFICERS of the BANK are bound to secrecy as regards the transactions of its Customers, 

COPIES of the 32nd ANNUAL REPORT of the Bank, Lists of Shareholders, Branches, Agents, and Correspondents, may 
be had on application at the Head Office, and at St. James’s Branch. 

By order of the Directors, 
A. ROBERTSON 


E. ATKINSON, 6 Joint General Managers. 





LERICAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL LIFE | Pode UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 


ASSURANCE SOCIETY. COMPANY. 
é 13, ST, JAMES’S-SQUARE, LONDON, S.W. Chief Offices—126, Caancery Lave, W.C. 
EsTaBLISHED 1824. Subscribed Capital—ONE MILLION STERLING. 
. — The Fire and Life Departments are under one management, but with 
President.—The ARcHBISHOP OF CANTERBURY. separate Funds and Accounts. 
Chairman.—Right yen. Joun Ropert ener, ab Chairman—Sir WILLIAM FOSTER, Bart. 
Deputy-Chairmen, § Wittam Bowman, Esq., F.R-S. Deputy-Chairman—Mr. Serjeant MANNING, Q.A.S. 
FINANCIAL PIER him ok titan ey io £ FIRE ae d 
’ i i iti th ind. 
The Annual Income, steadily increasing, exceeds ............ 207,000 pe yids dag wars et fine. * 






The Assurance Fund, safely invested, is over ......... 


he full benefit of the Red Duty. 
The New Policies in the last year were 498, assuring . Jaamnente Wen te Ghewes te Mg waaconcier distin 


Claims settled promptly and liberally. 


The New Annual Premiums Were .......c0+csseeseereneeees 
The Bonus added to Policies at the last Diviston was. o 3 LIFE DEPARTMENT. 
The Total Claims by death paid amount tO ....s.0..+ceseseers + 2,096,149 Capital £250,900, in addition to the Reserve Fund. 
The following are among the distinctive features of the Society :— PREMIUMS MODERATE. 
Cxepir SysTEM.—On any Policy for the whole of life, where the age A Bonus every five years. Next Bonus in 1869. At the Division of 


does nut exceed 60, one half of the Annual Premiums during the first | Profitsin 1864, the Reversionary Bonus amounted to from 15 to 50 per 
five years may remain on credit, and may either continne as a debton | cent. per annum on the Premiums paid, varying with the ages of the 





the Policy, or be paid off at any time. In: rred. 
Low Rates oF Premium For Youne Lives, with early participation in Copies of the Directors’ Report and Balance-sheet, and every informa- 
Tofits. : tion, may be obtained at the Chief Office, or of any of the Agents of the 
ENDOWMENT ASSURANCES may be effected, without Profits, by which | Company. FRANK McGEDY, Secretary. 
pat Assured becomes payable on the attainment of a specified age, | ————-_______ 
eath, whichever event shall first happen. EBENTURES at 5, 5 a6 CENT.— 
Inv. u “aw . 4, an per Ni. 
hin ALID Lives may be assured at rates proportioned to the increased D CEYLON COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Prompr Si ttLement or CLamms,—Claims paid thirty days after proof Subscribed Capital, £750,000. 
of death, —_—- Draxcroas. 
BONUS YEAR—SPECIAL NOTICE, awford Acl 'sq., Chairman. D J Kay, Esq. 
‘ All With-Profit Policies in existence on June 30th, 1866, will participate ienGa Hears Foihare ‘Bure. Stephen P. Kennard, Ee. 
mine Bonus to be declared in January, 1867, so that persons who com- Harry George Gordon, Esq. Patrick F. Robertson, Esq., M.P: 
Piete such Assurances before June 30th, 1866, will share in that Division, George Ireland, Esq. Robert Smith, Esq. 


although one premium only will have been 


id. " 
Tables of Rates, Forms of Proposal, and the Report just issued, can be Manager—C. J. Barats, Esq. 








obtained of GEORGE CUTCLIFFE, Actuary and Secretary. The Directors are prepared to ISSUE DEBENTURES for one, three 
13, St. James’s-square, London, $.W. and five years, at 5, 5g, and 6 per Cent. respectively. 

- They are also pre to invest Money on Mortgage in Ceylon and. 

COMMISSION, Mauritius, either with or without the guarantee of the Company, as map 


10 per Cent, on the First Premium, and 5 per Cont on Renewals, is | b¢ arranged. 


allowed to Solicitors. The Commission will be continued to the person | _ Applications for particulars to be made at the office of the company 


witoduetsg the Assurance, without reference to the channel through 


No. 7, East India-avenue, Leadenhall-street, London.—By order, 
Ch the Premiums muy be paid, R. A, CAMERON, Secretary. 





| 
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Taw Life Assurance Society, 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
FOR THE ASSURANCE OF THE LIVES OF PERSONS IN EVERY STATION OF LIFE, 


FR SP A PT RO NR PN OSS ns Ge —- 


—= 





Invested Assets—Five-and-a-quarter Millions Sterling. Annual Income—Half-a-Million. 








Trustees. 
The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL. JOHN GOBLE BLAKE, Esq. 
The Right Hon. LORD CHELMSFORD. GATHORNE HARDY, Esgq., M.P. 
The Right Hon. Lord Justice SIR GEORGE J. TURNER. GEORGE LAW, Esq. 
Directors. 
BIGGS ANDREWS, Esq., Q.C., Middle Temple. GEORGE MARTEN, Esq., Parkfield, Upper Clapton. 
FRANCIS THOMAS BIRCHAM, Esq.. Parliament-street. WILLIAM MURRAY, Esq,, Birchin-lane. 
WILLIAM BROUGHAM, Esq.. Brougham, Penrith. RICHARD NICHOLSON, Esq., Spring-gardens. 
The Hon. HALLYBURTON GEORGE CAMPBELL. Mr. SERJEANT STORKS, Serjeants’-inn, Chancery-lane. 
JOHN DEEDES, Esq., Inner Temple. JOHN SWIFT, Esq., Great George-street, Westminster. 
OLIVER FARRER, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn-fields. WILLIAM HENRY TINNEY, Esq., Q.C., Lincoln’s-inn, 
OLIVER WILLIAM FARRER, Esq., Inner Temple.' EDWARD TOMPSON, Esq , Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. 
EDWARD FOSS, Esq., Croydon. CHARLES R, TURNER, Esq. (Master of the Court of Queen’s Bench), 
RUSSELL GURNEY. Esq., Q.C., M.P. (Recorder of London). JOHN E. WALTERS, Esq., New-square, Lincoln’s-inn. 
WILLIAM F. HIGGINS, Esq., Chester-place, Be.grave-square. WILLIAM H. WALTON, Esq, (Master of the Court of Exchequer), 
GROSVENOR HODGKINSON, Esq., M.P., Winthorpe Hall, Newark. ARNOLD W. WHITE, Esq. Great Marlborough-street. 
i. BULLOCK MARSHAM, Esq., D.C.L. (Warden of Merton College, | JOHN YOUNG, Esq., Frederick’s-piace, Old Jewry. 
Oxford). 


Auditors, 
HARVEY DRUMMOND, Esq., Charing-cross. HENRY HOARE, Esq., Fieet-street. 
SIR THOMAS HENRY, Hanover-square. PHILIP LONGMORE, Esq , Hertford. 


Actuary: 
WILLIAM SAMUEL DOWNES, Esq. 
Physician—P. M. LATHAM, Esq., M.D., Grosvenor-street. Bankers—Messrs. HOARE, Fleet-street. 
Solicitor—D. S. BOCKETT, Esq., Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 





Assurances are granted upon the lives of any persons for sums not exceeding £10,000, either with participation in Profits, or at a lower rate of 
premum without participation in profits. p 

Profits are divided every fifth year, four-fifths thereof being appropriated to the persons assured on the participating scale of Premium, 
. Pa the Six Divisions of Profits which have been made, Bonusses amounting iu the aggregate to £4,161,147 have been added to the several 

ohcies. 

The claims paid to 3ist December, 1864, amounted to £6,580,091, being in respect of sums assured by Policies, £5,167,984, and £1,412,107 in 
respect of Bonusses thereon. moe 

Prospectuses, Statements of Accounts. Forms of Proposal, &c., may be obtained, and Assurances effected, through any Solicitor in Town or 


Country, or by application direct to the Actuary at the Office in London. 
WILLIAM S. DOWNES, Actuary. 


Aegal and General Aife Assurance Society, 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. 














Directors. 
AUSTIN, CHARLES, Esq., Q.C. GOULBURN, Mr. Serjeant, Commissioner in Bankruptcy. 
BEAUMONT, JAMES, Esq. GREENE, THUMAS WEBB, Eszq., Q.C. 
BIGG, EDWARD SMITH, Esq. LAMB, GEORGE, Esq. 
BOLTON, JOHN HENRY, Esq. LEMAN JAMES, Esq. 
BRODERIP, FRANCIS, Esq. OSBORNE, JOHN, Esq., Q.C. 


BRUCE, The Right Hon. Sir J.L. KNIGHT, Lord Justice. PARKER, KENYON &,, Esq., Q.C., Examiner in Chancery 
CHANNELL, The Hon, Mr. Baron. PEMBERTON, EDWARD LEIGH, Esq. 
CHICHESTER, J. H. R., Esq. RIDDELL, Sir WALTER BUCHANAN, Bart. 
COOKSON, WILLIAM STRICKLAND, Esq. ROSE, The Hon. Sir GEORGE. 
DUGMORE, WILLIAM, Esq., Q.C. SCADDING, EDWIN WARD, Esq. 
FOLLETT, ROBERT BAYLY, Esq., Taxing Master in SMITH, The Hon. Mr. Justice MONTAGUE, 

Chancery. TILSON, THOMAS, Esq. 





FRERE, BARTLE JOHN LAURIE, Esq. 
Solicitors. 
Messrs. DOMVILLE, LAWRENCE, & GRAHAM. 





EXISTING ASSURANCES ...0.ccccscscsscscsscsseees £3,540,000 | ASSURANCE FUND..............- covey cesseesviesse: Skene 

CORRESPONDING BONUS ...cccccccscccccccccccee 425,000 | ANNUAL INCOME ............... etinne unis Glaeaee 170,000 

CLAIMS, &C., PAID .reccoccrecscceccecocsesss ove 1,833,000 | SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL ........ccccccccosccccccoes 1,000,000 
PAID-UP CAPITAL ..ccccceccecscecseeees sa ceaeae iia cede jessesdasyis ROG 08D 





_ INCREASINGLY LIBERAL REGULATIONS have, from time to time, been introduced by the Society. ‘The pecaliar 
a now allowed by its Policies are fully stated in the Prospectus, which, with all other infornmtion, will be forwarded on 
application, 


NINE-TENTHS OF THE TOTAL PROFITS are in future to b iated ‘ , ill close on 
Set Sapemben, 4400, hs tha ment Melee. uture to be appropriated to the Assured. The Books w 
Applications through Solicitors are invited for advarices upon urchases of, Life I t i ection with 
Pelisias of Aenmmenee to be granted tr the Gtbes, pon, or purchases of, Life Interests or Reversions, in conn’ 
E. A, NEWTON, Actuary, 
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